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.7.Ould to God, \I*netded an Apology 
for the Publitation of theſe Papers, 
which the ſerious Conſideration of 
| our preſent unhappy Circumſtances 
us extorted from me. 

Certainly it becomes every ſincere Member of oar 
xellent Church to exert himſelf at this Critical 
Nunture, For does not common Senſe tell even the 
reakeſt amongſt us, and does not the Conduct of our 
Enemys (the Papiſts on the one hand, and the Fana- 
cs on the other, who are ſneering at our Folly, and 
Joicing in our Breaches ) —_— that they under- 
and too well, what muſt be the Conſequence of this 
par ation? Aud are we ſo obſtinatly blind, as to ſhut 
ur Eyes ag ainſt our manifeſt Intereſt ? Let any 
longhi / ul Perſon judge, whether this is a proper Time 
varvide thoſe, who are the heartieſt Friends of Epiſ- 
pay, and a precompoſed Liturgy. bh 564 


But that which gives a good Chriſtian the greats 
f Uneaſtneſs, is this melancholy Truth, that there 
A 14 
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i undoubtedly a Schiſm between thoſe, who prez 
an equal Affection, and the warmeſt Tgal, for at 
Holy Mother. Aud have we not always told the U 
ſenters, that Schiſm is a moſt damnable Sin? Sur 
therefore tis by no means an indifferent thing, wheth 
we reſort to the Public ar to the Privat Aſſemb 
(which do each of em claim the venerable Name 4 
the, Church of England) for there is aſſuredh gr: 
bazard of Salvation on one ſide or other, 


Onght not this Reflection to awaken our Conſi 
ences * Ought we not ta cry mightily to God for ti 
Direction and Aſſiſtance of his Holy Spirit, that m 
may diſcern and chuſe the right Path, and aft © 
fftently with the Rales of our holy Religion? 


For my own Part, as I have impartially ſearch 
after the Truth; ſo I am perſuaded, God ha: ſhi 
it to me. And ] have honeſtly endevor*d (as ina 
I think my ſelf bound) to communicat to others thit 
Satisfaction, which I enjoy my ſelf. God grant, thi 
my poor Labors may tend to the Peace of our Churth, 
ana to the healing of thoſe Wounds which her om 
Sons have given her. 


The Reader cannot but obſerve, that as I have fi: 
Aioufly avoided all Political Diſputes, ſo J have an 
my utmoſt to bring this Controverſy to 4 ſbort Iſſue; 
and 1 have accordingly granted ſo much to the Now 
jurors, that ſome Perſons may perhaps, on the firj l im 


of my conceſſions, be in pain for me. I only intreat then 
| wa Ig 


The PREFACE. 


attend the Force of my Arguments, and to mark the 
Font, For 1 muſt own, I think the Separation of 
th Monjurors ſo perfectly unjuſtifiable, that one may 
grant : almoſt every thing, and yet evince the 
Aſurdity and Sinfulneſs of it. 


[om obliged to add, that if any Perſon ſhall think 
# unſafe for him to publiſh an Anſwer to this Tract, 
lintreat him to ſend his Papers to me, by ſuch a Way 
6 he (hall chaſe (with this fingle Hint, that the Par- 
cel comes from an unknown Hand) and I do ſo- 
unh promiſe, that if they are written as becomes a 
Chriſtian and 4 Scholar (of which ſuch Nonjurors 
ll be Judges, as their Brethren will readily confide 
1) I will make no Inquiry after the Author; but in 

reaſonable Space of Time, will either return him 
Thanks for confuting me, or elſe reply in ſuch 
manner, that he ſhall have no reaſon to come 
lun of my miſrepreſenting his Senſe, or injuring his 
Went sS. 


Laurence) 


r Tho. Bennet. 
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Sa 


Ile State of the preſent Controverſy in the Dioceſe 
of London, propos'd. 


TR. 
* 4 — — — 
_ —_——— — 
a 


VERY Body knows, that by the Church 


Presbyterians, 8c.) is meant that Body of 
Chriſtians (Clergy and Laity) who profeſs 
temſelves Members of that Communion, which 
maintain'd amongſt us under the Goverment of 
pilnops, and by the Uſe of the Book of Common 
er. 

Of this Church there are Aſſemblys in all Parts 
1 England, wherein Clergymen Epiſcopally or- 
and do officiat, and to which the Laity may 
Fon, under the Protection of his preſent Majeſty, 

B | Theſe 
| 


of England (as diſtinguiſh'd from Papiſts, 


a 
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Theſe I call the Public Aſſemblys of the Chure 
of England, 1. Becauſe they are not only permitted 
but encouraged ; and every Man may ſafely fre 
quent them, in the moſt open Manner, witho 
any Diſcountenance from our preſent Superiar 
either Eccleſiaſtical or Temporal. 2. Becauſz « 
ther Aſſemblys, wherein Clergymen Epiſcopal! 
ordain'd do officiat, and the Book of Comme 
Prayer is uſed (excepting ſome Paſſages relating 
to our preſent Temporal Governors) are privat 
held, without the Countenance or Protection of 
nay, in Oppoſition to, our preſent Superiors bot! 
Eccleſiaſtical and Temporal. 

Theſe Privat Aſſemblys are frequented by, ani 
compos'd of, Nonjurors. For tho' tis well Know. 
that many of thole Perſons, who dare not take th 
Oaths required by Law to his preſent Majeſty, d 
reſort to the Public Aſſemblys: yet tis notorious 
that thoſe who reſort to the Privat Aſſemblys, arc 
in general ſuch as refuſe to take the ſaid Oath: 
there being, I believe, very few (if any) Exceptio 
throughout all England. 

Now there is manifeſtly a Separation of Com 
munion between the Public and Privat Afemblys 
And therefore, ſince the Privat ones were ſet up 
and are {till reſorted to, by ſuch Nonjurors as thin 
it unlawful to frequent the Public ones; I call tht 
Reſort to the Privat Aſſemblys (which is moſt eri 
dently a Forſaking the Public ones, and a Con 
demnation of them) the Nonjurors Separation fron 
the Public Aſſemblys of the Church of England. 

Now this Separation of Communion betweer 
the Public and the Privat Aſſemblys, is undoubt 
edly and confeſſedly Schiſmatical ; that is, thol 
who reſpectively frequent either of them, do allo 


that there is a Schiſm between the Public _ — 
un 


W 7rivat Aſſemblys, and they mutually charge this 
Chiſm upon each other; ſo that the Guilt of it 
muſt certainly fall very heavy upon one of the 
oppoſic Partys. And ſince tis acknowledged on 
both ſides, that the Guilt of Schiſm is exceedingly 
neat ; therefore tis our indiſpenſable Duty to con- 
ider the Matter fairly and impartially, and to 
maintain Communion with thoſe Aſſemblys (whe- 
ther Public or Privat) which may be frequented 
=_ committing the moſt heinous Sin of 
Schilm. 25 

In order thereto, I think it neceſſary to fix the 
dene of this Diſpute. (if I may ſo ſpeak) in ſome 
one particular Dioceſe ; there being certainly a 
conſiderable Diverſity, 1. between the Caſe of the 
Province of Canterbury, and that of the Province of 
Wk; 2. Between the Caſe of thoſe Dioceſes whole 

Biſhops were depriv'd for refuſing the Oaths to 

King William and Queen Mary, and thoſe Dioceſes 

hoſe Biſhops took the ſaid Oaths, and were con- 

quently ſuffer'd to continue in their Sees. . 
Wherefore I ſhall take the liberty of begin- 

ing with the Dioceſe of London, not only becauſe 

b the Dioceſe wherein I have lived near ſixteen 

lears (and conſequently I ſhall inſtantly enter 

won my own particular Caſe, which does ſo near- 

ly concern me) but alſo becauſe the Strength of 

tat Communion which I charge with Schiſm, lies 

n and about this great City, from which the Dio- 

tele takes its Name; and conſequently in the Re- 

dation of my own Caſe, I ſhall reſolve the Caſe 

of the greateſt Part, and the moſt conſiderable 

Number, of thoſe who are engaged in that Sepa- 

ation, which I condemn as Schiſmatical. 
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That Dr. Compton continued rightfal Biſhey | 
London to the Day of his Death. 
Ne tis granted on both ſides, that Dr. Cin 
4 N. pron was moſt rightfully poſſeſs'd of this Se 
of London at the Time of the late Revolution; an 
that the Clergy and Laity of this Dioceſe: we 
at that Time indiſpenſably bound to maintei 
Communion with him as their Biſhop. And't 
notorious, that he claimed and exercis'd his E 
Pee Authority over us to the laſt Day of b 
ie, 8 
Wberefore it can't be pretended, chat he ceaſe 
to be our Biſhop by a Voluntary Reſignation of t 
Dioceſe. Nor did he ceaſe to be our Biſhop | 
Deprivation. For I can't find, that any ſuch Sei 
tence of Deprivation.. was ever pronounced again 
kim by any Authority, or pretended Authorit) 
whatſoever. If any ſuch Sentence were pleade 
J ſhould then be obliged to examin the Ground 
ic, the Authority of thoſe that paſſed. ir, the Juſti 
of their Proceedings, and the Validity of the 
Cenſure. But till it does evidently appear, th 
there was ſuch a Sentence in Fact; I m 
take the liberty of denying, not barely the For 
(for that would ſeem to ſuppoſe the ching it (ell 


hut even the Being of it. e 10 

There is therefore no Poſſibility of ſhewing, thn 

he. ceaſed to be our Biſhop, unleſs it can be ſe 2 

that he forfeited his See. But even this cannot Wl | 

pretended. For, 1. He did not forfeit it belogſni 

the Deprivation of the Nonjuring Biſhops. I'M! 
appet 


(hap. II. prov'd to be Schiſmatical. 5 

rs from thoſe very Biſhops avowed Communi- 
with him as Biſhop of London to the very Date 
of their Deprivation. © Nor, 2. did he forfeit it after 
heir Deprivation. For what did he do inconſiſtent 
ith che Right to his See? If *twere granted, that 
tis having taken the Oaths to King William and 
(uezn Mary, and his Allowance of the Alteration 
of the Liturgy (with reſpect to the then new 
Change of Goverment) throughout his Dioceſe, 
were baſe and finful Compliances ; yet he did not 
thereby forfeit his Epiſqppal Relation to us. For 
ithole Actions were a Forfeiture of his See; then 
his dee was forfeited immediatly after the Revo- 
nion. Whereas, beſides the Weakneſs of this Plea 
in it ſelf (as if every ſuch ſinful Compliance were 


themſelves allow; and did moſt openly confeſs and 
rcognize him, to have been Biſhop of London, till 
the Time of the Deprivation of the Nonjuring Bi- 
hops, notwithſtanding he had ſo publicly taken 
de Oaths, and allow'd the Alteration of the Li- 
wgy, without ever intimating his Diſlike of thoſe 
Actions, or profeſſing that he undid them by Re- 
nance. | 
Nor can any other Action (ſuppos'd to be evil) 
de urged as the Ground of his Forfeiture, except it 
& pleaded, that he maintain'd Communion with 
ole Biſhops, who were placed in the Sees of the 
D:yrived ones. And upon this Topic the Nonjurors 
We to enlarge, and ſeem to be aſſured of great 
Awantages over him: Whereas in Reality 'tis a 
wot empty Pretenſe, and a moſt trifling Objection 
#ain{t his continuing rightful Biſhop of this See. 
1ſhall not upon this Occaſion launch into that 
ide Ocean of Diſputes concerning the Validity of 
de dettlement made at the Revolution, and the 
Depri- 


z Forfeiture of -a Biſhop's See) the Nonjurors 


6 The Nonjurors Separation Chan l 
Deprivation of thoſe Biſhops who would not ſull 
mit to it; becauſe I am reſolved to ſhorten th 
Controverſy, and to argue with the Nonjurors upe 
their own Principles. Ler it therefore be granted 
x. That the late Revolution was utterly unjuſtif 
able, and that the Settlement conſequent upon 
was utterly null; 2. That the Biſhops who were de 
prived for not ſubmitting to it, were Confeſſots fe 
their Refuſal ; and that thoſe Biſhops who wer 
. ? 
placed in their Sees, were Schiſmatical Intruder 
3. That Dr. Compton, then Biſhop of Londen, wa 
guilty of Schiſm in maintaining Communion witl 
thoſe Schiſmatical Intruders. I dare ſay, theſe Con 
ceſſions will be eſteem'd large enough o Conſci 
ence ; and I bid the Nonjurors heartily welcome tt 
all the Advantages they can draw from them. Fo 
I fill contend, that the aforeſaid Dr. Compton co 
tinued our Biſhop notwithſtanding; and that hi 
(ſuppoſed) Schiſmatical Communion with the (ſup 
poſed) Schiſmatical Intruders, was not a Forfeiture 
of his Right to this See. rte So 
For the clearing of this Aſſertion, give me leae 
to ſuggeſt one Diſtinction. Tho? all Schiſn is: 
Breach of that Union, which ought to be main 
tained in the Church or Chriſtian Society: yet 
there is a wide Difference between the Schiſm of 
Coordination, and the Schiſm of Subordination 
When there is a Breach of Church Union betwee 
thoſe that are Equals in the Chriſtian Church (for 
inſtance, between two Biſhops ; for I need not ob 
ſerve to the Nonjurors, that all Biſhops are of the 
ſame Order and Dignity) then there is a Schiſm ol 
Coordination : but when there is a Breach « 
Church Union between Superiors and Inferiors (for 
inſtance, when the inferior Clergy or the Laity 
guarrel with their Biſhop, or the like) then there ö 


(hap. IL, prov'd to be Schiſmatical. 7 


Khiſm of Subordination. Wherefore Dr. Compton's 
\cknowledgment of Schiſmatical Iutruders into 
xiphboring Sees, and maintaining Communion 
ih them as Biſhops of thoſe Sees, which (as tis 
oy ſuppoſed) they were unjuſtly poſſeſſed of, was 
\Schiſm of Coordination; becauſe twas a Breach 
that Peace, which he ought to have maintain'd 
with thoſe of his Collegues, who were unjuſtly diſ- 
wſeſſed for refuſing the Oaths to King William and 
een Mary, | 
— a Biſhop's being guilty of the Schiſm of 


Coordination, is by no means a Forfeiture of his 


&e, any more than the Drunkeneſs, or Injuſtice, 
other ſinful Act or Habit of a Biſhop, is a For- 
biture of it. 1 grant, that the Schiſm of Coordi- 
non may be moſt juſtly (and ought indeed to 
& in ſome Caſes) the Ground of a Biſhop's De- 
wiration by Synodical Cenſure; and ſo may and 
mphe his Drunkeneſs, or Injuſtice, or any other 
ſcandalous Crime: But I affirm, that till a Biſhop 
sdeposd by a proper Judicature, he no more cea- 
ks to be Biſhop of his See by being guilty of the 
chiſm of Coordination, than he ceaſes to be Bi- 
hop of his See by being a Drunkard, or guilty of 
uy other enormous Vice. 
For which way can the Schiſm of Coordination 
Wolve the Relation between a Biſhop and his 
Dioceſe? Every Biſhop has the ſame Right to the 
piritual Goverment of his Dioceſe (till diſpoſſeſſed 
j ſufficient Authority) as a King has to the Civil 


Mvorermenc of his Realm, or an inferior Civil Ma- 


trat to the Juriſdiction of his Diſtrict, or the 
Walter of a Family to the Management and Dire- 
lon of his Houſhold, Now as a King, or an in- 
wor Magiſtrat, or the Maſter of a Family, does 
dot ceale to be what he is, or forfeit his Right to 


the 


8 The 2 Nonjurors Separ ation. 1 Chap. | 


the Obedience of his own Subjects or Inferiors, 5 
breaking that Peace which he ought to keep wil 
his Equals, whether Princes, or inferior Civil Ma 
giſtats, or Maſters of Familys-: ſo neither doe; 
a Biſhop, by being guilty of the Schiſm of Coordil 
nation, by breaking that Peace which he ought ti 
keep with neighboring Dioceſans, ceaſe to be wh; 
he is, viz. the Supreme Paſtor of his own Dioce(; 
A. Superior's tranſgreſſing the Bounds of his Dy: 
towards thoſe who are independent of him, an 
who are equally Superiors in their reſpective Sta 
tions, cannot cancel the Duty of his own Inſe 
ors, and diſcharge them from Obedience to hi 
And ſurely, if the Duty of Inferiors to their ow 
Superior does continue, notwithſtanding that $ 
perior is faulty with reſpect to other Superiors 
to whom they owe no Subjection; that Superi, 
retains his Right of Goverment, whether Civil 
Spiritual, and can't be diſobey'd without the Gul 
of Rebellion. 8 

And therefore, whatever might have been p 
tended, if Dr. Compton had been depoſed for th 
Schiſm of Coordination (for ſince that was not b 
Caſe, I need not decide it, or meddle with it) ye 
tis certain, that Dr. Compton, becauſe he was not de 
poſed by any Authority whatſoever, either real 
pretended, did continue the rightful Biſhop of 
Dioceſe to the Time of his Death. 


I (hap. III. prov'd to be Schiſmatical. 


n H A N In 


(th pretended Contagion of Scbiſm by maintaining 
Communion with the late Dr. Compton after 
the Deprivation of the Nonjuring Biſhops. 


UT we are told, that after the Deprivation of 

the Nonjuring Biſhops, ſuch Chriſtians of his 
Dioceſe (whether Clergy or Laity) as maintain'd 
Communion with the late Dr. Compton, who had 
acknowledged the Schiſmarical Intruders, were in- 
folred in his Guilt, and polluted with his Schiſm, 
the Contagion of which muſt neceſſarily ſpread it 
ef amongſt all thoſe, who continued their Obedi- 
ence to him, and ſubmitted to his Authority. 

To this I anſwer, that the Schiſm of Coordina- 
tion does not affect a Dioceſe in ſuch a manner, as 
theſe Objectors imagin. For *tis as certainly poſſi- 
ble for the Biſhop of a Dioceſe to be guilty of the 
Shiſm of Coordination, without involving his Di- 
eſe in it; as tis poſſible for him to be guilty of 
Murder, or Drunkeneſs, or any other Villany, 
vithout infecting his Flock therewith, and making 
tem guilty of his Perſonal Wickedneſs. | 

For it muſt be remembred, that none can con- 
rat 2 moral Contagion from another Perſon's 
Action, orherwiſe than by joining (ſome way or 
her) in that Perſon's immoral Action. And con- 
lequently, if the Biſhop of a Dioceſe be guilty of 
ny din, tis undoubtedly poſſible for that Sin to be 
properly Perſonal in the Biſhop (that is, confin'd 
o the Biſhop's own Perſon) nor does the Biſhop's 
piritual Character neceſſarily cauſe the Guilt ws 

C 15 


his Actions to reach farther than himſelf, An; 
conſequently, if I do not (ſome way or other) will 
fully make my ſelf a Partner in my Biſhop's Sin b 
a voluntary Concurrence in it; my maintainino 
Communion with him, or paying him a ſpiritua 
Obedience, does not convey his Guile to me, and 
make me a Sharer in it, any more than my livin 
in Peace with a Temporal Magiſtrat, and paying 
him a Civil Obedience, pollutes me with thoſc 
Crimes, which that civil Magiſtrat may commit. 
So that I am no otherwiſe chargeable with the 
Crimes of my Biſhop, than I am chargeable with 
the Crimes of my Temporal Governor. For in 
ſtance, I am no more chargeable with the Drunk- 
eneſs or Injuſtice of a Biſhop of Londen, than with 
the Drunkeneſs or Injuſtice of a Lord Mayor o 
London. | 
Nor is there any thing in the Nature of a Biſhop's 
Schiſm of Coordination, which makes it neceſſarily$ 
contagious to his Flock, any more than any other of 
that Biſhop's Crimes. Tis true, a Biſhop is the 
Center or Principle of Unity in his Dioceſe ; that 
is, all the Clergy and Laity of his Dioceſe are 
bound to live in Spiritual Obedience to him, and 
Communion with him. Otherwiſe the Unity of a 
Dioceſe can't be preſerved. And conſequently, i 
the inferior Clergy or Laity be guilty of the Schiſm 
of Subordination by withdrawing themſelves from 
their Biſhop's Obedience, by renouncing Commu- 
nion with him, by gathering Congregations in Op- 
poſition to him, by obſtructing or diſturbing his 
Adminiſtration, or the like; the Unity of that 
Dioceſe is broken, by ſuch Perſons receding from 
the Biſhop who is the Center or Principle of i. 
But which way does a Biſhop's being guilty of the 


Schiſm of Coordination make his own Flock _ 
| rom | 


Ba tage an rx CC of ob awtn / cs. ac wc +. oo ETD) 4 


(hap. III. prov'd to be Schiſmatical. > 


rom the Principle or Center of Unity? Tho' he is a 
principle or Center of Unity to them with reſpect 
othe Goverment of his own Diſtrict; yet he is not 
afrinciple or Centre of Unity to them with reſpect 
9 other Diſtricts, with the Adminiſtration or Go- 
rerment of which they have no concern. Chriſti- 
(ns are united to Chriſt, and to one another, by Vir- 
we of their Baptiſm; and ſo long as our Baptiſmal 
Corenant remains firm and good, we certainly re- 
ain a Relation to Chriſt our Head, and to all our 
Fellow Members in other Dioceſes, how quarrel- 
ſom ſoever our own Biſhop may prove to the Bi- 
ſhops of neighboring Sees, We are wanting in our 
own Duty of Subjection to our proper Superior, if 
ve break with our own Biſhop : but we commit no 
fin (whatever he himſelf may do) by our own Bi- 
ſhop's breaking with his Equals, to whom (as we 
owe them no Subjection, ſo) we offer no Injury. 
Nor are we at all engaged or intereſted in our own 
tiſhop's Quarrels with his neighboring Biſhops, un- 
fs we thruſt our ſelves into a Difference, and fool- 
thly reſolve to be Sharers in that Guilt, which we 
ought to lament and deprecat, but not to covet or 
hunt after. And conſequently I may as well avoid 
the Guile of a Biſhop of London's Schiſm of Coor- 
dination, as I may avoid the Guilt of any other Sin, 
which 'tis poſſible for a Biſhop of London to com- 
nit. 

The only Point therefore to be conſider'd is, 
whether he that obey'd the late Dr. Compton as Bi- 
ſhop of London, after he had communicated with 
the Schiſmatical Intruders, did thereby make him- 
ſelf guilty of the ſaid Dr. Compton's Schiſm of Coordi- 
nation. It can't be doubted, but that twas poſſible 
for a Perſon of this Dioceſe (by ſome means or 
ther) to make himſelf a Partaker of Dr, Compton's 
C 2 atore- 


wn 
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aforeſaid. Schiſmatical Action: but the Queſtion j 
Whether Obedience to the aforeſaid Dr. Compton, : | 
Biſhop of London, after the aforeſaid Intruſion ua 
notoriouſly countenanced and abetted by him, wad 
and muſt needs be conſtrued, a Concurrence j 
that Schiſmatical Action of his; ſo that whoſoere; 
obey'd him for the future as Biſhop of London, dj 
thereby voluntarily and wilfully join in his Schif 
marical acknowledgment of che Antibiſhops. 
And methinks, this Queſtion may be very eaſily 
refolv'd. For put the Caſe during the Life of the 
deprived Biſhop of Norwich (for inſtance) Whic 
way did any Perſon's communicating. with Dr 
Compten as Biſhop of London, by officiating as 3 
Clergyman in any Public Aſſembly of this Dio 
cele, or by joining in the Uſe of the Liturgy in a 
Lay Capacity in any ſuch Public Aſſembly, and 
by paying Submiſſion to the Authority ol Dr. Com 
ton àas Biſhop of Londin; I ſay, which way did this 
Conduct imply or acknowledge, which of the con- 
tending Parties was, in that Perſon's Opinion, right- 
fal Biſhop of Norwich? Was there any difference in 
our Public Offices in that reſpect, or upon that ac- 
count? Was any one thing don or comply'd with 
by us, upon Suppoſition that Dr. Mocre was rightſul 
Biſhop of Nerich, befides, or different from, what 
would or ſhould have becn don or comply'd wich by 
us, upon Suppoſition that Dr. Lloyd ſtill continued 
Biſhop of that See, and had been permitted quietly 
to enjoy it? If not, pray what Difference or Aite- 
ration did Dr. Moore's ({uppoſed) Intruſion create 
with reſpect to the Clergy or Laity of this Diocele: 
And conſequently which way did our proceeding 
after the Intruſion, exactly as we did before the In- 
truſion, and as we muſt have continued to do, il 
there had been no Intruſion at all, make us Partie; 
Fo SEED 1 
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char Quarrel which aroſe by reaſon of that In- 
ion? I confeſs, Dr. Compton, as a neighboring 
op, had frequent Opportunities of owning the 
bruder: but what was that to us? How did that 
-& his Clergy or his Laity? Neither the Clergy 
wr the Laity of this Dioceſe needed to join in 
hoſe Actions of Dr. Compton ; and conſequently 
hey could not (unleſs they would, and choſe it) be 
hargeable wich the (ſuppoſed) Sinfulneſs of them. 
Wherefore Dr. Compton's Schiſmatical Acknowledg- 
nent of, and Communicating with, Dr. Moore as 
Biſhop of Norwich, was the ſaid Dr. Compton's Per- 
onal Crime, which we (as his Interiors in this 
Dioceſe) needed not to intermeddle in, or be in- 
Ik&:d with, notwithſtanding we either officiated 

n, or frequented, the Public Aſſemblys of the 
Church of England in this Dioceſe, and profeſſed 
n intire Subjection and Obedience to the ſaid 
Dr. Compton's Authority, as Biſhop of it. 

For the , fuller Illuſtration of this Matter, give 
ne leave to ſuppoſe, that two Princes, two May- 
it; of Corporations, or two Maſters of Fami- 
ys, ſhould quarrel, Now certainly, as 'tis very 
whble for thoſe who are reſpectively ſubje& 
the Mathority of thoſe Princes, thoſe May- 
i, or thoſe Maſters of Familys, to become 
mrtys in the Quarrels of their Superiors : ſo 'tis 
W in numberleſs Caſes very poſſible for them not 
0 concern themſelves at all in the Diſputes of their 
ueriors, but to live in perfect Amity with thoſe 
"Mom their Superiors quarrel with. Nor can the 


F nfcriors be infected in ſuch Caſes with their Su- 
* riors din in quarrelling, unleſs they join with 


if bei oupertors in their Injuſtice (for there is always 
* qultice in Quarrels on one ſide or other) and a- 
bei wicked Actions, by imbarquing in their 
Cauſes, 
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Cauſes, by eſpouſing their Intereſts, cc. And ad 
cordingly, as I may pay an intire Obedience to mi 
Prince, my Magiſtrat, or the Maſter of the Far! 
ly IL live in, at the ſame Time that he is making 
moſt unrighteous War, carrying on a moſt unſuff 
Oppolition, ' proſecuting a moſt wicked Suit » 
Law, offering the moſt unreaſonable Violence 
pouring forth the moſt opprobrious Language, &4 
without partaking of the Guilt of my Temporaſfi 
Superior, or becoming a Party in his Action: fo 
may pay an intire Obedience to my Biſhop, at thi 
ſame time that he acts a moſt wicked Part wit 
relation to a neighboring Biſhop, without being 
uilty of that Wickedneſs my ſelt, or involving m 
elf in that Schiſm of Coordination, which my Bi 
ſhop is undoubtedly guilty of. And conſequently 
tho' Dr. Compton was never ſo certainly a Schiſmatiq; 
for owning Dr. Moore as Biſhop of Norwich in oppol 
ſition to Dr. Lloyd: yet my continuing in Commu 
nion with Dr. Compton as Biſhop of London, did no 
pollute me with the ſaid Dr. Compton's Schiſm it 
owning Dr. Moore as Bifhop of Norwich. Becaulf 
by paying Obedience to Dr. Compton as my owl 
Biſhop, I did not do any thing in Oppoſition te 
Dr. Lloyd, or in Acknowledgment of ,Wr. Mor! 
And for that Reaſon I might eaſily keep my ſel 
intirely free from the Quarrel, and clear of th 
Contagion of that Schiſm of Coordination, whici 
Dr. Compton was (as tis now ſuppos'd) unhappily 
engag d in, 5 

I confeſs, if thoſe that continued in Communio 
with Dr. Compton were thereby oblig'd, by ſome ex 
plicic or implicit Action or Declaration, to ac 
knowledge the intruding Dr. Aoore for Biſhop 0 
Norwich; or if the Public Aſſemblys of the Church 


of Exgland in the Dioceſe of London, were held ig 
Lent oppoſitioſ 
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ion to Dr. Lloyds Authority, and in Defi- 
ce of his Right to the See of Nor icb, or the like: 
3 the Caſe had been very different. But ſince 
aching of this Nature either was, or could be, 

ed; I ſee no manner of reaſon for charging 
ar Continuance in Communion with Dr, Compton 
»3iſhop of London, with the Guilt of that Schiſm of 
(ordination, which Dr. Compton committed in own- 
Wie Dr. Moore for Biſhop of Norwich ; the doing of 
dich was Dr. Compton's Perſonal Crime, with which 
Dioceſe of London could no otherwiſe be pollu- 
ti than they would have been by the ſaid Dr. Com- 
1 perſonal Drunkeneſs, or his perſonal Murder 
ould that excellent Prelat have been ſuppoſed 
ily of any ſuch Enormity. 


W „* — 


nns 
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ether the Fathers of the three firſt Centaries had 


ay ſuch Notion of the Contagion of Schiſms, as 
bas been of late advanc d. | | 


| Am well aware, what Appeals have been made 
to Antiquity with relation to this Diſpute, It has 
en pretended, that the Primitive Church did uni- 
rally condemn Communion with Schiſmatical 
mops; and conſequently, in the Judgment of the 
hers, ' twas unlawful, upon my foregoing Con- 
Mons, to communicat with Dr. Compton after the 
kprivation of the Nonjuring Biſhops, when by 
5 acknowledging the Intruders into their Sees, 
limſelf became a Schiſmatical Biſhop, 


Now 
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Now this may perhaps appear à very plans 
Argument at firſt ſight, eſpecially to —— : 
not well vers d in the Practice of the firſt Ape 
Whereas in Reality there is no Strength in it. fe 
tho” *tis very true, that the Primitive Church d 
moſt ſeverely condemn Communion with Schiſn# 
tical Biſhops; yet ic muſt be,obſerv'd, that tho 
Paſſages of Antiquity do univerſally relate to ſuc 
Caſes, where either the Flocks were Partys int 
Schiſm (for inſtance, where there were oppotic N 
ſhops in the ſame Dioceſe ; ſo that the one Part 
muſt certainly oppoſe the rightful-Biſhop) or el 
the Biſhop of a neighboring Dioceſe made himſe 
a Party, and took the wrong Side, in the Quarr 
of two Biſhops contending for the Right of + 
ſame See; and was conſequently guilty of t 
Schiſm of Coordination with reſpect to the injutt 
Biſhop. In theſe Caſes, no Doubt but the Pri 
tive Church condemned Communion withSchiſnf 
tical Biſhops, becauſe they condemned Communid 
in the Schiſm. They forbad the Flocks where the 
were oppoſit Biſhops, and they forbad the neig 
boring Biſhops who were to correſpond with tho 
Dioceles in which there were Antibiſhops, to co! 
municat with thoſe who were the Schiſmatical Þ 
ſhops in thoſe Dioceſes. 

But what is this to our preſent Purpoſe ? It m 
be of Uſe in conſidering the Caſe of thoſe Se 
where there were Antibiſhops after the Revo 
tion; or it might ſerve for the Direction of the 
Biſhops of other Sees, who acknowledged the (f 
poſed) Schiſmatical Intruders into the Sees ot tl 
deprived Biſhops : but which Way does it affectt 
Flocks of thoſe Biſhops, who were no others 
Schiſmatics, than by acknowledging Schilmatk 
Intruders into neighboring Sees? Does Antigul 
| | War 
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warrant Or countenance a Separation of the Flocks 
fom their proper Biſhops, whenſoever thoſe their 
xoper Biſhops do become guilty of Schiſm in any 
anner or Cafe whatſoever ? Does Antiquity 
each the Modern Doctrin of the Contagion of 
he Schiſm of Coordination? That is, does An- 
caity teach, that a Biſhop can't be guilty of 
he Schiſm of Coordination, but his Flock muſt 
jecefſarily be infected with it roo, if they conti- 
we in Communion with him and Obedience to 
tim? Nothing like it. I muſt take leave to affirm 
{nd I hope 1 do not ſpeak without Book) that the 
three firſt Centurys before mentioned (and 'tis 
needleſs ro examin the Practice of after Ages) give 
0 Countenance to ſuch Abſurditys. And I fairly 
challenge thoſe who wou'd ſeem to pay ſuch a De- 
krence to Antiquity, to produce ſo much as one 
nple Fact to the contrary. I beſeech them to ſhew 


mane, it they can, that any one Flock was encou- 
1ng:d to forſake the Communion of their Dioceſan, 
ne nerely for his having communicated with a Schiſ- 
Dy arial Intruder into a neighboring See, or for 


King upon any other Account ahargeable with 
de >chiſm of Coordination. I confeſs, if a Biſhop 
ad been depoſed for his Schiſm of Coordina- 
Wn, the Flocks were oblig'd to adhere to the 
der Biſhop in Oppoſition to their late Schiſmatical 
de: bur I defy any Man to ſhew, that a Flock 
wald be juſtified by the Principles of Antiquity, 
8 ſeparating from their own Biſhop's Communion 
wrely for his being guilty of the Schiſm of Co- 
KUnzrion, before he was depoſed, or before any 
ker Biſhop was ordain'd to preſide over them. 

This were ſufficient to ſilence this Plea. The 
Aomurors Collections therefore from Antiquity, as 


auge and pompous as they are, are quite beſides 
the 
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the Purpoſe : and tho they may deceive the Ignc 
rant and Unwary, yet they do nor reach the pre 
ſent Caſe. But, ſince they boaſt themſelves of 
Antiquity, and fill the Ears of the unlearned Lait 
with ſuch a Din of miſapply'd Quotations from 
thence; I will take the Freedom to obſerve, that 
the Practice of the three firſt Centuries (thoſe, 
hope, will be thought ſufficient) is not only not fo 
them, but directly againſt them. That is, Anti 
quity does not only no teach, that a Biſhop's Schiſn 
of Coordination is always and neceſſarily conta 
gious to his Flock, and conſequently that the Flock 
muſt ſeparat from their reſpective Biſhops, when 
ſoever they become guilty of the Schiſm of Coor 
dination: but on the contrary Antiquity does teach 
that one Biſhop may ſafely communicat with ano 
ther Biſhop who is guilty of the Schiſm of Coordif 
nation, and that a Flock may ſafely continue ii 
Communion witch their Biſhop when he become 
guilty of that Crime; provided, to be ſure, th: 
they do not reſpectively join in the Schiſm o 
him whom they communicat with. 

To evince this, I ſhall point at a few plain Fat 
Every Body knows, what a Rent was made in d 


Church by the Paſchal Diſpute. Pope na (a)en 
evore 
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grored to cut off the Eaſtern Churches from Ca- 
holic Unity for obſerving a Cuſtom different from 
at which obtained in the Weſt. In order there- 
o he for his part actually excommunicated the 
kaſtern Churches; and he would fain have drawn 


untable Condemnation of them. And ir appears 
fom (b) Epiphanius, that diverſe of the Weſtern Bi- 
hops did actually join with him in that deteſtable 
Proceeding. Bur others of them, particularly 
&. renews, not only diſapproved his violent and 
wjuſt Conduct, but remonſtrated ſharply againſt 
t; by which means Peace was at length reſtor'd 
between the Eaſt and the Weſt, I preſume, 
I will be readily granted, that here was a Schiſm 
wich a Vengeance, a moſt unreaſonable and wick- 
elSchiſm of Coordination; and that Pope Vi&or, and 
thoſe Weſtern Biſhops who join'd with him,were the 
Cchiſmarics, And conſequently, if the Modern Noti- 
ons of the Contagion of the Schiſm of Coordination 
had been then invented, pray, what ſhall we think 
a good Irene and thoſe other Weſtern Biſhops, 
whoin a moſt Chriſtian manner oppoſed the Pope's 
Party, without ſo much as pretending to break off 
Communion with his Schiſmatical Holineſs? Or 
what ſhall we ſay, was the Duty of the reſpective 
Flocks of Victor and his Schiſmatical Adherents, du- 
ing the Continuance of that Breach ? Tis plain, 
hoſe truly pious Biſhops did not think themſelves 
Wliged ro become Partys in every Diſpute which 
role between contending Biſhops : but they main- 
lancd Communion with both thoſe oppoſit Par- 

| D 2 tys, 
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tys, which refuſed to maintain Communion wit 
each other. And as tor the reſpective Flocks d 
Victor and his Schiſmatical Adherents, they did n 
think themſelves obliged to ſeparat from their r 
ſpective Dioceſans, upon the account of their be 
ing in a State of Schiſm of Coordination with rel 
tion to the Biſhops of the Eaſtern Dioceſes. 
Again (c), Tis notorious, that Marcianus Biſho 
of Arles was a Schiſmatic. St. Cyprian ſays, he wa 
a Nowvatian: but it does not ſufficiently appear 
whether that Phraſe, as uſed by St. Cyprian, ſign 
fies his communicating with Novatian as Biſhop q 
Rome, or only patronizing Novatian's Sentiment 
For he deny'd Penitence to the Lapſed; foth 
many of his Flock went out of the World withou 
being reſtored ro Communion. However, tis cet 
tain, that he ſcparated himſelf from the Commu 
nion of his neighboring Catholic Biſhops; 20 
conſequently he was undoubredly guilty of th 
Schiſm of Coordination, even tho' there had nerve 
been ſuch a Perſon as Novatian in the World. 
| there 


—— — 


(c) Quod Marcianus Arelate conſiſtens Novatiano ſeſe co 
junxerir, & à Catholicæ Eceleſiæ unitate, atque à corporis noſ 
& ſacerdotii conſenſione diſceſſerit, tenens hæreticæ preſumpt 
onis durifſimam pravitatem; ut ſervis dei pænitentibus & dt 
Jentibus & Ecclefiam Jachrymis & gemitu & dolore pullzntiv 
divine pietatis & lenitatis paternæ ſolatia & ſubſidia claudal 
tur, nec ad fovenda vulnera admittantur vulnerati, ſed fine f 
pacis & communicationis relicti ad luporum rapinam & pig 
dam diaboli projiciantur. Jampridem jactat & prædic 
quod Novatiano ſtudens, & ejus pervicaciam ſequens, a comm 
nicatione ſe noſtra ſegregaverit. — Ex quibus cum Mat 
cianus eſſe cceperit, & ſe Novatiano conjungens adverſarius i 
frricordiæ & pietatis extiterit, ſententiam non dicat, ſed act 

piat: nec fic agat, quaſi ipſe judicaverit de Collegio ſacerde 
tum, quando iple fir ab univerſis ſacerdotibus judicatus Cy} 
Ep. 68. p. 176—9. „ | 


Chap. IV. prov'd to be Schiſmatical. "—— 


terefore 2 Flock is obliged to forſake the Com- 
nunion of their Dioceſan, when he becames guilty 
the Schiſm of Coordination, for fear of Conta- 
zon by continuing their Subjection to him; then 
zrainly there was juſt Cauſe for the People of the 
Dioceſe of Arles to ſeparat from Marcianws, And 
jet St. Cyprian's Epiſtle all along ſuppoſes, that 
Ircianus's Flock did, and ought to, continue in 


tepoſed for his Crimes; for the compaſling of 
wick End that remarkable Letter was writ by 
&, Cyprian to Pope Stephen. 

Again, when Baſilides and Martials were moſt 
ultly depoled, and other Biſhops fixed in their 
dees, St. Cyprian tels us, that ſome of (d) his Col- 
ges did notwithſtanding communicat withBaſilides 
and Martials, Thoſe Biſhops therefore were guil- 


an of the Schiſm of Sang e aps -— om yet St. G- 
the vn expreſly cals them his Collegger, Which Phraſe 


conſtantly denotes (as every body will own, that 
bin any meaſure vers'd in St. Cyprian) ſuch Bi- 
hops as he profeſſed himſelf in Communion 
with, And yet St. Cyprian, if he had been ac- 
quainted with the modern Notions about the Con- 
tagion of the Schiſm of Coordination, muſt have 
been a ſelfcondemned Schiſmatic for owning them 
is his Collegues. Whereas I preſume, the Nonju- 
ors will be very unwilling to lay this Charge upon 
lat rigid Pattern of Eccleſiaſtical Diſciplin. 


At 


— 


| 


Quere etſi aliqui de collegis noſtris extiterunt, fratres di- 
ehiſimi, qui deificam diſciplinam negligendam putant, & cum 
ballide & Martiale temere communicant, conturbare fidem no- 
am res iſta non debet, &c. Ep. 67. p. 175. 
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Communion with him as their Biſhop, till he was 
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At length it came to paſs, that Pope $144 
(e) excommunicated even the good St. Cypridlf 
himſelf, and thoſe Biſhops who adhered to hn 
for rejecting the Baptiſm of Heretics. Now ther 
was manifeſtly a Schiſm of Coordination in tA 
Cafe between the oppoſit Partys; and yer wil 
don't find, that either ſide thought the Flocks « 
their Adverſarys oblig'd to forſake the Commu, 
nion of heir reſpective Dioceſans on that account 
which notwichſtanding they muſt have don, if they 
had thought a Biſhop's Schiſm of Coordination { 
neceſſarily contagious, that it could not but infec 
his People, if they continued to yield him thei 
8 and upheld their Communion with 

im. : 

From what has been ſaid, it ſufficiently appears 
that the modern *Notions avout the Contagion of 
the Schiſm of Codfdination (which have affrighted 
ſome well meaning Perſons almoſt out of thei 
Wits, and have driven them on to the moſt obſti 
nat Separation) were not known, much leſs recei 
ved, in the three firſt Centurys. 

And this Account of the Practice of the Fathers 
within that Period, ſerves to illuſtrat ſome genera 

Expreffions, 


— 


(e) Nec tamen propter hoc ab Eccleſiæ Catholicæ pace atque 
unitate aliquando diſceſſum eſt. Quod nunc Stephanus auſus 
eſt facere rumpens adverſum vos pacem, &c. Firmil. Epift. al} 
as f inter Cypr. Epiſt. 75. p. 220. : 

ites enim & diſſentiones quantas paraſti per eceleſias totius 
mundi? Peccatum vero quam magnum tibi exaggeraſti, quando 
te a tot gregibus ſcidiſti Excidifti enim teipſum : noli te fal- 
lere. Siquidem ille eſt vere ſchiſmaticus, qui ſe a communione 
Ecclefiaſtice unitatis apoſtatam fecerit. Dum enim putas om] 
nes a te abſtineri poſſe, ſolum te ab omnibus abſtinuiſti. 4 
P. 228. | | 
Et tamen non pudet Stephanum — Fraternitatem ſcindere, 
&c. p. 229. | 


Gap. IV. prov'd to be Sehifmatical. 22 


ſineſſions, which thoſe who do not compare their 
Words with their Deeds, have drawn very odd Con- 
ences from. How often have we been told, 
Wt in che Primitive Times 'twas held for a Maxim, 
tar he who was a Schiſmatic from one ſound 
anch or Part of the Chriſtian Church, was e- 
emed a Schiſmatic from the whole Chriſtian 
(urch, and was conſequently deny'd Communi- 
Wn with the Chriſtian Church, and ſhut quite out 
fit? And what ſtrange Inferences have been 
un from thence, eſpecially in Oppoſition to 
hoſe, who maintain'd Communion with ſuch Bi- 
hops, as were upon ſome Account or other Schiſ- 
mtics? Now the Truth is, the Correſpondence 
between the Ancient Biſhops by communicatory 
W [eters was (generally ſpeaking) ſtrictly main- 
an' d; and 'twas uſual for them to refuſe Commu- 
tion to Schiſmatics: ſo that thoſe who ſeparated 
rom their own Dioceſan (and conſequently could 
not carry his Letters to the Biſhop of a Neighbor- 
ng Dioceſe) were not admitted to Church Com- 
nunion, when they travel'd beyond the Diſtrict of 
their own Biſhop. By this means, whoſoever ſepa- 
med from one ſound Branch of the Chriſtian 
Church, was (generally ſpeaking) effectually ſhut 
but of the Communion of the whole Chriſtian 
Church ; becauſe other Members of the Chriſtian 
Church wou'd not receive him. This was the or- 
ary Puniſhment of thoſe who were guilty of the 
Xtiſm of Subordination ; that is, 'twas the ordinary 
euniſhment of ſuch Inferiors (whether Clergy or 
Leity) as ſeparated from their own Superior or pro- 
per Dioceſan Biſhop. But then how does this af- 
et the Caſe of a Schiſm of Coordination; that is, a 
niſm between Equals, viz. between two Dioce- 
ans? Oftentimes one Biſhop wou'd ratifie che _ 
ures 
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Schiſm of Coordination was never imagined to dd 


Conſciences of Men, and of inexpreflible Miſchief 


moſt heinous Sin, and conſequently in St. Cyprian 


ſures of another Biſhop, 2nd conſequently wout 
deny Communion to the Perſon Cenſured by hit 
(and 'twere to be wiſhed, that no Cenſures we 
paſſed by any Biſhop whatſoever, but ſuch as eye 
ry other Biſhop ought in Conſcience to ratifie) b 
the Primitive Biſhops did not always act thus, thef 
did not always ratifie each others Cenſures, as auf 
pears by the flagrant Inſtances already mentioned 
And as for the Flock of any ſuch Biſhop, as waff 
guilty of Crimes expoſing him to Cenſure, the Priff 
mitive Church never thought them at liberty to ſe 
parat from their Dioceſan, till their Relation ta 
him was diſſolved, which his being guilty of the 


r ˙ Q 


2 


without a regular Depoſition. Great Care theref 
fore muſt be taken in this Controverſy, that thoſ@ 
Paſſages which manifeſtly relate to the Schiſm off 
Subordination, be not apply'd to the Schiſm of Coll 
ordination. Otherwiſe we {hall unavoidably blunde 
into ſuch Ablurdities, as may be moſt fatal to the 


to the Church, and utterly deſtructive of her Peace 

But it may be objected, that St. (f) Cyprian ſays 
Plebs obſequens praceptis Domini, & Deum metuens, 4 
peccatore præ poſito ſeparare ſe debet. Now Schiſm is 


Judgment, the Flock ought to ſeparat from theig 
Biſhop, it he become a Schiſmatic. But I would 
fain ask the Nonjurors, whether they will care to 
own, that this Propotition of St. Cyprian is univerſally] 
true, viz. that a Flock muſt ſeparat from their Bi- 
ſhop, it he becomes a wicked Man; or what Rex 
ſon they can give, why a Flock muſt ſeparat _ | 

their 


1 
— 


K 2323 
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(f) Epiſt, 67. p. 177; 


W ci. IV. provd to be Schiſmatital. 2 5 


heir Biſhop, if his Wickednefs be the Schiſm of 
Coordination ; altho* they need not ſeparat from 
im, if his Wickedneſs be of another Nature, ſup» 
ve Murder or Drunkeneſs. Till this double Que- 

bon be reſolved in a ſatisfactory manner, I hope 

. Cyprian's Authority will not be too warmly ur- 
gel; ſince che Nonjurors themſelves will hardly 
hund to the Truth of St. Cyprian's Aſſertion in the 
al and obvious Senſe of it (in which alone it can 
oppoſe me) any more than I ſhall do. 

But in reality this Paſſage of St. Cyprian can't be 
ingged into our preſent Controverſy. It may indeed 


Fas? 4 on 


te as pertinently urged in Favor of the Doctrin of 
d Tranſubſtanciarion. For St. Cyprian is ſpeaking of the 


Duty of thoſe Flocks, which were at that time actually 
nder the Goverment of Sabinus and Felix upon 
be Depoſition of Baſilides and Martial. For it 
ems, Baſilides and Martial would not acquieſce 
n what was tranſacted by the Neighboring Bi- 
hops; but {till officiated as Biſhops in oppoſition to 
the the new ones, Sabinus and Felix, who were pla- 
ced in their rooms. Now ſince Baſilides and Martia- 
had been depoſed for great Crimes; therefore 
each of them might well be diſtinguiſhed from his 
ucceſſor by being ſtiled peccator præpoſitus, the ſinful 
biſhop ; for deſerving which Character he had been 
lepoled. St. Cyprian therefore does by no means 
lay, that a Flock muſt ſeparat from their Biſhop, if 
de be a wicked Man (whether his Wickedneſs be 
Xhiſm, or of what kind ſoever it be) but he tels 
mole Flocks, whoſe Caſe he was then conſidering, 
ar they ought to ſeparat from Baſilides and Martia- 
4, each of which was the peccator præpoſitus, in con- 
miſtintion to their reſpeive Succeſſors; and 
here to Sabinus and Felix, who were their proper 
biſhops by the Depoſition of Baſilides and Martial. 
E Which 
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Which way therefore does this Paſſage of St. Cyprian 
relate to the Caſe of thoſe Biſhops, who can be nd 
otherwiſe eſteemed Schiſmatics, than upon the al 
count of their acknowledging Schiſmatical Intul 
ders into Neighboring Sees? = 
But St. Cyprian (g) elſewhere ſays, Quiſque conſpil 
rationi & fattioni ejus adjunxerit, ſciat ſe in eccleſia wi 
cum non eſſe communicaturum, qui ſponte maluit ab eccliſ 
feparari, Now if this Paſſage ſhould be thought tl 
favor the modern: Notions of the Contagion 0 
Schiſm, it muſt be remembred, that tis ſpoken off 
thoſe only, who ſeparated from St. Cyprian him(eliM 
their proper Dioceſan ; and who were thereford 
guilty of the Schiſm of Subordination. And cord 
Aequently this does not at all affect the Caſe va 
are diſcourſing of, viz. the Schiſm of Coordina 
tion, and the Duty of thoſe Flocks whoſe Biſho 
are guilty of it. 5 
Iconfeſs, there is one other Paſſage of St. Cyprian 
which ſeems to bear hard upon me. Speaking of 
Novatian, he (/) ſays, Qui ergo nec unitatem ſpiritu; 
nec conjunctianem pacis obſervat, & ſe ab eccleſiæ vincul 
atque a ſacerdotum collegio ſeparat, Epiſcopi nec poteſtate 
poteſt habere, nec honorem, qui Epiſcopatus nec unitatenſ 
voluit tenere nec pacem. 
Now ſuppoſe this Paſſage to be directly oppoſid 
to what have been advancing ; yet we all know. 
that St. Cyprian was by no Means infallible. I date 
ſay, whoever has read him, does in a variety of Ing 
ſtances diſſent from him. His great Error about] 
the Baptiſm of Heretics, is notorious, and has 
been univertally condemned: and 'cis certain, _ 
0 


N 


(g) Epiſt. 41. p. 80: 
(6) Ep. 55. p. 112. 


V (hp. IV. prov'd to be Schiſmatical. 27 


110 je did not either reaſon or think clearly upon the 


n Vuure of the Church, which was (at leaft partly) 
ac de occaſion of his Error beforemention'd. It ought 
truf dt therefore to be wondred at, if he had dropt 

bone Words, which I might be forced to give up, 
Po +; inconſiſtent with my Notions. Nor indeed ſhall 
erer be afraid or aſham'd to diſſent from St. Cy- 


rim, if I have Scripture and Reafon, or either of 
nem, on my fide ; as I am ſure I have in this very 


o Inſtance. 
) 008 But farther, the Truth on't is, St. Cyprian is in 
el hi; paſſage inconſiſtent with himſelf, it he be in- 
or conſiſtent with me. Every body knows, that he 
or 


rote with great Warmth and Vigor, and that he 
ays puſh'd a thing as far as Words would carry 
t. No wonder therefore, if he ſometimes over- 
ſhot himſelf, and uttered ſuch Expreſſions in the 
1 Career of his Zeal, as greatly needed Corre- 
don, and ought to be underitood with many 
Grains of Allowance. But ſurely a Man's Words 
nd his Actions ought to be compared together, 
and to interpret each other. And indeed tis much 
more reaſonable to explain a Man's Words by his A- 
tions, and to take his haſty Words in ſueh a qualify'd 
denſe, as makes them conſiſtent with his moſt deli- 
nt Actions; than to carry his Words to the ut- 
noſt Stretch, and take them in ſuch a rigid Senſe, 
5lets them at Variance with his Actions, and con- 
quently renders the Perſon ſelfcondemned. I 
Wink this a ſtanding Rule of common Equity, 
ich can't honeſtly be broken with regard to any 
Man whatſoever. And if this Rule be apply'd in 
. O priaus Caſe, I can apprehend no Danger from 
ny thing he has written. For I have ſhewn, that 
i own'd thoſe for Biſhops, whom he knew and 
2rd to be Schiſmarics, as being guilty of break- 
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ing the Union of the Epiſcopal College. And conf 
ſequently, what Words ſoever he ſufferd to 0;M 
from him in his Heat and Tranſport, his notoriou 
Conduct muſt be permitted to ſoſten and tempet 
them; ſo that it muſt not be imagined, that in iA 
cooler Judgment he did really condemn, wha: 
have evidently ſhewn to be right and true, whethe 
he did ſeem to condemn it, or no. | 

Upon the whole, I conclude, that the Father 
of the three firſt Centurys were utter Strangers tu 
the modern Notions of a Biſhops forfeiting his 
Right to his own See, by acknowledging a Schiſ 
marical Intruder into a neighboring See; and of 
the Flocks being oblig'd to withdraw their Obedi- 
ence from their own Dioceſan, when he become 
a Schiſmatic by the Acknowledgment of ſuch an 
Intruder. And conſequently the late Dr. Compten 
continued rightful Biſhop of London, and the People 
of this Dioceſe were oblig'd to maintain Commu- 
nion with him as ſuch, cven to the Day of his 
Death, in ſpight of thoſe novel Fanſys about the 
Contagion of the Schiſm of Coordination, which 
have lately been propagated amongſt us. 


_ — A bas ith. a IR — — — 
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An Objection from the Second Canon anſwer d. 
Du there is one other Pretenſe againſt the 
Right of that Venerable Father, which ſtil 


remains to be conſider'd. 
Our Second Canon (of the Year 1693) rus 


thus, 
| IWhoſeeor | 


1 


p. V. provid to be Schiſmatical. 29 
ſfboſee ver ſhall hereafter affirm, that the King's Majeſty 


uh not the ſame Authority in Cauſes Eccleſiaſtical, that 


Godly Kings bad amongit the Jews, and Chriſtian 
Emperors 18 the Primitive Church, or impeach in any Part 
ls Regal Supremacy in the ſaid Cauſes reſtored to the 
(yn, and by the Laws of the Realm therein eſtabliſhed ; 
t lim be excommunicated ipſo facto, and not reſtored 
hut only by the Archbiſhop after his Repentance, and public 
kevocation of thoſe his wicked Errors. | 

From hence (becauſe we are now diſputing up- 
on the Principles of the Nonjurors; and accord- 
nely we muſt now ſuppoſe, in Conſequence of 
dur former Conceſſions, that as King James II. 
ws, ſo the Pretender is, the King meant in the 
Canon) ſome have been pleaſed to argue, that who- 
erer has deny'd or impeach'd the Eccleſiaſtical Au- 
thoriry or Supremacy of the late King Fames II. 
or of the preſent Pretender, whom they call King 
Famer III. is excommunicarted ip/o facto. And there- 
fore all thoſe who have taken the Oaths impoſed 
ince the late Revolution, are excommunicated ipſo 
fits, And ſince 'tis notorious, that Dr. Compton did 
ake the ſaid Oaths, therefore he lay under that 
dentence of Excommunication (which undoubtedly 
implys a Depoſition from his Biſhopric) and ceaſed 
to be Biſhop of London; and we were accordingly 
vow to ſeparat from him, and to diſown his Au- 
thority, | 

Now the whole Force of this Reaſoning depends 
pon a falſe Notion of an ipſe facto Excommu- 
nication, We have been told with great Aſ- 
lurance, that the declaratory Sentence of a Judge 
s not neceſſary in an ipſo fadto Excommunicati- 
en; but that the Excommunication immediatly 
axes Place, and the Offender is actually excommu- 


ucated, as ſoon as ever the Fact is committed. 
| Whoſo- 
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Whoſoever therefore becomes guilty of any Faq. 
for which an Excommunication ip/o facto is decreed 
is thereby, without any formal Sentence, actualyf 
expelled the Church, and to be for the future 
eſteem'd no Member of it. | 
But I would fain know, from whence this Notion 
was fetch'd, what Authors do warrant it, and what 
Library in Fairy Land is furniſh'd with thoſe Ay. 
thors. Do any of the Canoniſts deliver it? No; 
but they expreſly declare the contrary ; as eve. 
ry Body knows, that will fo much as dip into 
them. I ſhall not therefore trouble the Reader 
with a large Account of this Matter (ir being be. 
ſides the Buſineſs of my Profeſſion) but briefly ſug- 
geſt a few Things, which I hope will effectually 
clear the Senſe of the Canon, and diſcover the 
egregious Folly of the whole Objection. : 
In the Eccleſiaſtical Courts, when a Perſon i; 
found Guilty, there muſt be a Sentence pronoun- 
ced, before the Puniſhment can be inflicted. This 
Sentence is ſometimes ſpecified by Canon : but at 
other times 'tis left to the Judge to decree ſuch Pu- 
niſnment as he eſteems reaſonable. And 2s the Judge 
is in ſome Caſes obliged to pronounce the Sentence 
immediatly after the Matter is brought to an Iflue; 
ſo in other Caſes he is at Liberty to defer the Pro- 
nunciation of it. The higheſt Puniſhment is that 
of Ex communication; which, becauſe it is lo 
grievous, is generally preceded by one or more 
Monitions. But when che Crime is very heinous, 
the Sentence of Excommunication is often pro- 
nounced without any previous Monition. 
Whenſoever therefore a Canon decrees, that 
ſuch an Offender be excommunicated ; the Sen- | 
rence being in this Caſe particularly ſpecify d, the 
Judge is obliged to decree nothing leſs than Ex. 
| communication 


* | (hop. V. | provꝰd to be Schiſmatical. 31 
+ WT onmunication it ſelf. But then, becauſe in ordi- 
3 Caſes, the Judge has a diſcretionary Power 
m deferring the Sentence, or of decreeing one or 


nore Monitions before he pronounces it: the 
Church thinks it adviſable to reſtrain the Judge in 
(zſes extraordinary, and obliges him to a ſhorter 
Courſe, when the Blackneſs of the Crime cals for 
frerity, and a ſpeedy Execution of Juſtice. And 
cordingly in this Inſtance of denying the King's 
wpremacy , ſhe effectually prevents the Judge's 
(otherwiſe poſſible) Inclinations to favor the Of- 
ender or reſpite his Puniſhment, by preſcribing 
ind injoining an immediat Pronunciation of the 
Sentence, as ſoon as ever the Fact is prov'd ; and ſhe 
thereby peremptorily forbids the Uſe of even ſuch 
forms of Monition, as are ordinarily granted. And 
therefore the Church in this, and other the like Of- 
znces of the deepeſt Dye, decrees that the Offender 
te 1% facto excommunicated ; that is, ſhe decrees, 
that as foon as ever his Guilt appears, the Puniſh- 
nent of Excommunication be inſtantly inflicted; 
ind the Excommunication being then pronounc'd 
os actually take place that very Moment. Nor does 
ſhe allow the Offender to be releas'd from his Pu- 
mment of Excommunication by the Abſolution 
of any ſuch Ordinary as paſſed the Sentence (and 
who has, generally ſpeaking, the Power of ab- 
lying thoſe on whom he inflicted the Puniſhment) 
dur ſhe makes it neceſſary, that he be reſtored only 
yy the Archbiſhop himſelf. Nor does ſhe ſuffer 
en the Archbiſhop to abſolve him without Re- 
gy. and a public Revocation of his wicked 
trors. 6 
, There is therefore a plain difference between 
&creeing a bare Excommunication, and decreeing 
n Excommunication iſo facto; and you ſee, 
wherein 
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wherein that difference does conſiſt, the one di 
— being manifeſtly much more ſeyere than th 
other. 
Hut then, whether the Offender is decreed bare] 
to be excommunicated, or to be excommunicatel 
ipſo facto; there muſt of Neceſſity be a Sent: 
declaratory by the Judge, before he become 
actually excommunicat, and is to be eſteem d an 
treated as ſuch. And conſequently the Guilt 
ſelf does by no means inflict the Puniſhment (4 
ſome have vainly imagin'd) tho' it makes the Guilt 
Perſon liable to it. This the Canoniſts do ſo uns 
nimouſly aſſert, that I am really aſhamed to think 
it ſhould need being proved to any Man, who ar 
gues from the Senſe of a Canon, and who conſide 
at the ſame time, what execrable Havock the con 
trary Notion wou'd make (if true) not only among 
thoſe who have comply'd with the preſent Go 
verment (for theſe Objectors don't ſeem over com 
paſſionat in our Caſe) but in the whole Church « 
Chriſt. 
However, Thave given (a) a few Authorities i 
the 
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(a) Alioquin © ipſo jure ipſis ipſos decernimus fore privatos 
Conſt. D. Othon. Licet ad projugandum. 

Upon which Jo. de Athona notes thus, : ; 

c Ipſo jure. Hoc caſu tamen fertur Sententia Declaratoria de 
li&;, ut notat Gui. Extra. de homic. c. 1. in f. li. 6. & e. li. de ponil 
ca. f.elicis. in. glo ver. infamis. per eundem. F. de jure fſci. l. eju. 
Sub pœna ſuſpenſionis ab Officio & Beneficio, quam 
ipſos b ferimus ne cauſari poſſint, cum ad | executi 
nem privationis in eos late ſententialiter in conſtitutione pre 
dicta proceſſum fuerit, ſe monitos non fuiſſe. Siqui autem 
— conſtitutionis recitationem malitioſe impedierint, Eu 
communicationi ſubjaceant p ipſo facto. Conſtit. J. Pecchan 


Quia incont inentiæ. 


7 


Chap. V. pod d to be Schiſmatical. 33 


de Margin; nor do I know one ſingle Canoniſt of 
he contrary Opinion. 

And indeed, the very Wording of our Canon 
(one would think) naturally leads Men to that In- 
pretation of an ipſo facto Excommunication, 
which I have given. For the Canon does not ſay, 
We decree, that be is, or that he actually ſtands, iplo 
ho excommunicated, or the like: but it ſays, Let 
lim be excommunicated ipſo facto. It ſpeaks impera- 
rely, and conſequently in the future Tenſe ; that 
z he ſhall be BY: facto Excommunicated. Very 
yell; but by whom ſhall he be excommunicated 


150 
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Os this Conſtitution part of Lyndwood's Notes (Lib. 1. Tit. z.) 


ve & follows. | 


tt inobediens ipſo jure. Executio tamen hujus pœnæ fieri non 
lebet, niſi prius per ipſum, ad quem pertinet, ſententia declara- 
toria ſuper hoc fuerit promalgata, ut legitur in c. Cum ſecundum 
gu. de Here. lib. 6. 

Executionem. Fadta prius declaratione ipſos beneficiis ſuis 
uſmodi fuiſſe & eſſe privatos ; licet enim ipſo jure privati 
int, neceſſaria tamen eſt ſententia declaratoria, ut mo. Jo. de 
dthma dicta conſti tutione Ot honis, Licet ad profugandum. ubi habes 
lwer bee remiſſiones ad Arch. de homicid. c. 1. in f. lib 6. & cod. lib 
:felicis. de penis in gloſſa. ver. infamis per eundem. 

? Iſo facto. Er fic eſt conſtitutio late ſententiæ. Cui concor. 
wud nv. per Jo. An. in c. quam ſit. ver. eo ipſo. de elect. lib. 6. & per 
Herb. ad. ver. Requiritur tamen ſententia declaratoria, ſecun- 
tum Doctores prædictos. Pro quo etiam notat Arch. de homicid. 
1. ge. alt. lib. 6. & optime in c. felicis. ver. infamis. de panis eod. 
per eundem. 


Nay, our cemmon Lawyers (tho their Authority is of leſs Weight in 
i: Caſe) are of the ſame Opinion. 

, 1 Elizs Dyer 275. upon the Statute of 5 Edw. 6. for ſtriking 
a the Church, that ipſo facto he ſhall be excommunicated, is to 
* intended, he ſha'l be excommunicated after Sentence, or 
We Trial and Conviction, and not before. 1 Cre. 680. See alſo 
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(mig; Rep. 1. 1 46. 


- 4 
— w 


\ 
— — — — — — 
— — F a ES — — —e 
— Mita — 


» Ferimus. Et fic hæc eſt pœna ſententiæ late, quam incur- 


— — — —. — h; — — 
= I” 
E 7 


— 


— 


N 
| 
| 
1 
| 
[ 
| 
J 
. 


34 The Nonjurors Separation Chap 


iſo facto? By the Judge, no doubt. And muſt i 
the Fact then appear to that Judge, who exconlf 
municats the Offender ip/o facto? Yes ſurely, & 
elſe the Judge ought to be % fads excommunicad 
himſelf, The Wording of the Canon chereiof 
implys a judicial Proceſs, and a formal Sentenclf 
without which there is no Pretenſe for the Offer 
der's ſtanding actually excommunicated, how mud 
ſoever he may deſerve it. } 
To what has been already ſaid, I can't forbe# 
adding (as well in Juſtice to the greateſt part I 
the Nonjurors, as in Confirmation of what [har 
wricten) a ſhort Hiſtory of the Riſe and Progre ' 
of this Notable Argument. ; 
Tho' the Canons of 1603 have decreed an ff 
facto Excommunication for diverſe Crimes, beſid 
that of denying or impugning the Regal Suprem 
cy, many of which Crimes (as will appear by th 
Peruſal of the ſeveral Canons) muſt frequently hav 
inflicted that Sentence, if the abovemention'd Noll 
tion of an ip facto Excommunication had bee 
true; and conſequently we could not have wanteg 
too great. a Plenty of undoubted Precedents Y 
aſcertain what the Canon means by an ip/o fa 
Excommunication : yet 'tis very remarkable, tha 
this Notion was never thought of (I will nor barcy 
Iy fay bee, but) even er the Revolution, by ang 


% 


of the Exgliſb Nonjurors, till te Year 1693 ; nal 
withſtanding the Diipures. about rhe Revolution 
and the Oaths Conſequent upon it, and the (1478 
poled) Schiſmatical i-c:r:1:ders inco the Secs Of th 
deprived Biſhops, had been warmly m2nagec 1 
very many learned Men, who had ſcarched Ul 


Corners for Arguments, to defend themieives, "Y 


„ 8 1 
annoy their Opponents. Nay, ſo little dic eitbeh 
Party then dream of this new Notion of 20 74 

7a 
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12 a 
ſt ad Excommunication (which muft have made 
od | tange Work, as differently apply'd by thoſe who 
y, Wzpctively admicted the oppoſit Claims ro the 
car WM (own) that after the Oaths were generally ta- 
eo in (and conſequently this pretended ipſo fatto 
ene fxcommuication was actually incurred, and muſt 
A tie operated both ways, and each Party muſt have 

en metamorphoſed into Heathens by it, in the 
Judgment of thoſe that differed from them) the 
Nonjuring Bifhops, Clergy, and Laity, maintained 
Communion with ſuch as had taken the Oaths ; 
nor did either ſort ſuſpect, that the others ſtood 
iually excommunicat by virtue of this Canon, 
or denying and impugning the Supremacy of the 
rghtiul King (and conſequently that Communion 
with them was unlawful) till Biſhops were conſe- 
cared for the Dioceſes of the deprived ones 
(Dr. Tillotſon, Maj 31. 1691, and others ſoon after 
1a the ſame Year) and a Schiſm was begun in the 
Church upon the Account (not of the modern Pre- 
tenſes of ip/o facto Excommunications, or immoral 
Prayers, upon which ſo great Streſs is laid at pre- 
{:n: ; but) of oppoſit Claims of different Biſhops 
o the ſame See. 

How then did this Conceit ſtart vp amongſt us? 
Why, it feems, an eminent Scotch Nonjuror (who 
t the ſame time confeſſed himſelf very much a 
*72nger to the Conſtitution and Policy of the 
Cherch of England) chanced to read the Canons of 
z; and it came into his Mind, that ſuch an 
argument might be formed from the Second Ca- 
don, as night be of Uſe to his Brethren of the Se- 
paration then newly made in England. According- 
de ſuggeſted it to a Friend by Letter, wiſhing it 
Tight be examined, Cc. 
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This Hint was greedily caught, and Conſiderationf 
on the Second Canon were accordingly printed if 
1693, wherein this mighty Secret, this dead- doing 
Argument, is divulged to Mankind. Bur what Sue! 
ceſs did it meet with 2 Did the Generality of thi 
Nonjurors embrace it, and think it of any Mo 
ment? So far from that, that I do not remember 
that either Dr. Hickes, or Mr. Dodwell, or any onꝗ 
Writer of Conſideration, has ever vouchſafed ta 
make uſe of this new Invention (let the warmed 
Admirer of it ſhew me the contrary, if he can) but 
ic ſlept moſt quietly, till 'rwas cooked up of late by 
ſome Zealots in the Separation, ſince the Dececaldf 
of all che deprived Biſhops, merely to ſupport thelf 
Schiſm upon a new Foot, becauſe the old one has 
fo manifeſtly fail'd them (notwithſtanding the Sue 
ceſſion of Suffragans privatly conſecrated, of which 
more hereaſter) and tis now inculcated with great 
Induſtry, and crammed into the Ears of the Inju- 
dicious, to ſtrengthen the Intereſt of a Party, tho 
*ewas never eſteemed of any Weight by the Nonju- 
rors themſelves in former times, as has been ob- 
ſerved above. 

Strange indeed! that a Nation muſt be unchti. 
ſtian'd by the lump, all on a ſudden, in Compli- 
ment to the new Interpretation of an ip/o fade Ex- 
communication ; and that a ſmall Handful of the 
preſent Nonjurors muſt now treat us as Excommu- 
nicats for having comply'd with the preſent Go- | 
verment, notwithſtanding the deprived Biſhops 
and Clergy (who had certainly the greateſt Cauſe 
to complain and deal roughly, and were every whit 
as wiſe and honeſt as their Succeſſors) and all the 
Nonjuring Laity, for ſo long Time after the Re- 
yolution, never knew of any ſuch Cenſure, and did 


accordingly never ſcruple to communicat 7 
uc 
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i as had taken the Oaths, till the Deprivation 


{the Nonjuring Biſhops in 1691, which bears no 
tation to this new minted Charge, founded on 
e Second Canon. | 
And after all, what new Light has been ſtruck ? 
unt Diſcoverys have been made? Which way do 
Wi icy turn this Canon upon us? Truly their whole 
bre is to be ſeen in the Conſiderations above men- 
ned. For even the Author of a late Pamplet in- 
aaled The Caſe of Schiſm in the Church of England 
% ted, has barely abridged what the Author of 
ll he Conſiderations had written. Now the Author of 
te Con/iderations (to give him his due) lays about 
Win furiouſly, and rings Peals of Thunder into the 
xs, not only of thoſe that have taken the Oaths, 
ut of all others alſo, that have communicated with 
em ſince their being (as tis pretended) ipſo facto 
acommunicated for taking them. 
will preſent the Reader with a Specimen of this 
Maſterpiece. You can expect (ſays he (b) ſpeak- 
no of the Caſe of a Clergyman that had taken the 
Ouths) no return of Prayers made with him, with whom 
vs ought not to communicate. The Bleſſed Sacrament con- 
en no Benefit received from his Hands, He cannot autho- 
atively bleſs the People of God, who 1s himſelf under a 
(wſe, and excluded from being a part of them. And here 
[tink, all thoſe who have join'd themſelves to ſuch Per- 
, to be highly concern d to lay their Hands on their 
Warts, and conſider well what they have done in commu- 
Weting with them hitherto ; and whether they can think 
# [afe to continue therein, For in communicating with 
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it Nen 4 they are Schiſmaticks, they make themſelves Schiſ- 


h Wicks ; and in communicating with them as they are 
g bxommunicates, not only all their Labour is loſt, but they 
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er 4 Curſe inſtead of a Bleſing. And (c) again, 14:8 
fre all thoſe ſeriouſly to conſider this, who flock to the pa 
aſh Churches, where they not only join in Communion vil 
Excommmnicates, but the very Perſons who perform all 11 
Miniſterial Offices, lie under the Cenſure of Excommunilf 
cation by Virtue of the forecited Canon, What Maidm# 
would turn their very Prayers, their Sacraments, and fi 
their Chriſtian Offices into Sin! For thus they dv, vb 
rake this Courſe. And (d) again, No pretended Nec 


ty can excuſe you in ſuch a Complyance, as to join with 


them in the Acts of Chriſtian Worſhip and Communion. El 
tet the Caſe be never ſo hard, there can be no Neceſſuy 6 
finning. And ſuch communicating will be a very ori 
Sin on many Accounts, And in general, as he ſuppe 
fes alt who had taken the Oaths, whether Clerg 
or Laity, were thus ipſo facte excommunicated ; f 
he ſays (e) with reſpe& to every ſuch Complyerf 
that all Perſons ought to ſtand upon their Guard again 
bim, and not only keep bim from the Publick Service, an 
drive bim out of their Churches, as a Profaner of thei 
Communion, and one who has u0 Right to it, and as on 
who is infectious and injurious to them, and makes the 
Communion ineffe&ual : but farther they ought to take ca 
that they join not in any Private Devotions with him, nl 
admit him to Prayers with them, tho in their own Houſes 

Now would not a Man naturally expect and hope] 
that every conſiderat Chriſtian would be very 
render in ſo nice a Caſe, that he would be caui 
ous how he uttered ſuch ſevere and peremptory 
Denunciations of Vengeance, that he would bf 
very well aſſured of the Truth of his Notion, be 
fore he laid ſuch prodigious Streſs upon it; and 
that he would offer very ſubſtantial Reaſons fort 


Opinion, beſore he preſſed it ſo unmercitully Po ] 
| if 
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he Conſciences of others! What therefore did this 
author (for I need not now mention the Genrle- 
120 that abridg'd him) produce? What Evidence 
bes he give, that his Notion of an ipſo fads Ex- 
ammunication is right, notwithſtanding the whole 
World, and even thoſe of his own Party (who were 
rely as well skill'd in our Church Canons as him- 
, or his Friend in Scotland) had never hitherto 
deen aware of it, but acted in ſuch a Manner, as 
«3 utterly unjuſtifiable before God and Man, if it 
herrue? Does he appeal to the Canoniſts (the 
noſt proper Authors) or to the Church's Practice, for 
he Eftabliſhment of it? Nothing like it. He alle- 
ges neither one ſingle Fact, nor one ſingle Authority, 
o ſupport his new Senſe of ſo old and fo common 
: Phraſe (notwithſtanding he does his urmoſt to 
end a whole Nation to the Devil by it) but round- 
tels us, that ſuch Offenders onght to be treated 
u excommunicaie iplo facto upon the Authority of the 
(nen, without waiting for the declaratory Sentence of a 
ing Fudge. So that if you will take his bare Word 
or it, the Point is clea ly proved, in ſpight of all 
that common Senſe, and che concurrent Opinion 
ad Practice of the moſt competent Judges, can 

furniſh to the contrary. | | 
Bleiſed be God, this does not affect the main 
body of the Nonjurors. The far greater and bet- 
tr Part of them have not been ſo indiſcreet. Nay, 
the excellent Mr. Kettlewell has, with his uſual Mo- 
&fy and cruly Chriſtian Spirit, confuted this vile 
Notion in a few Words, ſaying (g) that an ipſo facto 
Excommunication is only Sententia lata ab ipſo jure, 
« Sentence poſs d by the Law, which as the Canoniſts ſay, 
weir Sententiam latam a judice, another Sentence paſs'd 
by 


(f] P. 25. (2) of Ch̊riſtiau Communion, Part 3. ch. 7. P-. 99. 
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by the Fudge, an ipſo facto Excommunication by anyC4 f 
nons not barring Men from Communion, till ther, be 
declaratory Sentence, as Lyndwood notes, And in M 
Margin he quotes two Paſſages of Lyndwodd, whicl 
eſtabliſh his Aſſertion. And ſurely it had bee 
worth our Author's while (if he wrote after M 
Kettlewell ; as Jam perſuaded he did, tho? both theif 
Books bear Date the ſame Near) to be ſure it wa 
worth another Gentleman's while, before he yer 
tured to reprint our Author's Notion, and ſpread i 
afreſh, to conſider the Paſſages alleg'd by the ad 
mirable Mr. Kettlewell (whole Book he muſt need. 
have ſeen) or at leaſt to have counterpoiſed the 
by other Authoritys of equal Eſtimation. But! 
neither our Author, nor his Abridger, had eve 
ſeen one ſingle Authority on my ſide of the Queſti4 
on ; yet methinks each of them ſhould have tremX 
led at broaching his own, without the ſtricteſt 
Demonſtration of the Truth of it, for which he 
does not pretend ſo much as one Voucher. | 
In ſhort therefore, if the Second Canon muſt be 
underſtood in the ſame Senſe now, as it was to be 
underſtood in the Year 1690 (which will be readily 
granted) then either we do not ſtand excommuni-f 
cat now for taking the Oaths (and conſequently 
theſe Objectors, after all their Confidence, don't 
know what an ip/o facto Excommunication means) 
or elſe the whole Body of the Nonjurors in 1690, 
did not underſtand what theſe Objectors eſteem the 
plain Senſe of the Canon, but acted in flat Contra- | 
diction to it. Or (which is all one) if the 2d Canon 
did not make it unlawful to communicat with ſuch 
Perſons as had taken the Oaths in 1690 (for which 
I have the joint Suffrages of all the then Nonjurors, } 
who were as good Caſuiſts and Canoniſts, as an) 


of the preſent ones) then the very ſame Canon | 
| cant 
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. make it unlawful to communicat with us, 
be hare taken the Oaths in 1716. | 
˖ And conſequently, tho' I could offer many 


mags in favor of the late Biſhop Compton, were 

de Words of the Canon really liable to that Con- 
tuction, which ſome have (thro' Miſtake, L hope) 
t upon them: yer ſince an ipſo facto Excommuni- 
ation (tho never ſo much deſerved) ſignifies no- 
ting, nor has any Canonical Effect, till a Sen- 
ence declaratory is given; ttis certain, that Bi- 
hop Compton could not forfeit the Right to his See 
by reaſon of bay ipſo facto Excommunication, altho 
bs taking the Oaths impoſed ſince the Revolution, 
night juſtly have expoſed him to that Cenſure by 
litue of the ſecond Canon. | 
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That the N. bo jurors Separation from the Communion 
of Biſhop Compton was Schiſmatical. 


HUS have I examined all the Pretenſes, that 

have been advanced againſt Dr. Compton's 
continuing rightful Biſhop of London to the Day of 
hs Death; and I have diſcover'd the Vanity of 
them. From whence it follows, upon the Principles 
the Nonjurors, that the Clergy and Laity of this 
Vioceſe were indiſpenſably bound to maintain 
Communion with him as Biſhop of this See, ſo long 
God ſuffered him to live amongſt us, and preſide 
der us. And therefore, ſince the Nonjurors did 
marat from his Communion, and diſown his Au- 
"rity; and ſet up an Altar in oppoſition to bis; 
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tis plain, that this Fact of theirs was Schiſmatica! 
and moſt highly criminal, it being nothing le 
han a downright Rebellion againſt that Eccleſia 
ical Authority, Which God had been pleaſed i 
appoint over us, and which he expected and com 
manded our Submiſſion and Obedience to. 


— ant * 3 — * 
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'C'H*A'P. VII. 
Of the pretenaea Immorality of our Public Offres 


UT we are told, that during the laſt Years of 
Biſhop Cemptens Life, the Nonjurors we: 
forced. to ablent themſelves from our Public Ail:a4 
blys (and conſequently to ſeparat from his Com 
munion) becauſe theſe Perſons were prayed fet 
therein as Sovereins of this Realm, whom the 
eſtcemed barely de face ſach. And conſequently 
the Guilt of the Schiſm muſt be charg d on thoſe] 
whoſe PolIntion of cnc T iturgy, by the Addition 
of immoral Pr:yers to our Public Offices, made 
Separation abſolntly neceſſary. 
In anſwer to this Argument, 'tis in vain for ms 
to plead, that choſe whom the Nonjurors eſteemed 
barely de fagoSovercins, Curing the lat Years of Bi 
ſhop Cempeon Lie, Geicrve a better Name. Nor (hal 
I inguire, whether the Forms in our Liturgy mig* 
not be uſed for ſuch as were de fac regn int Pri- 
ces,*cho they ſtepped irregularly into the Throne, 
and could not be ſtiled Rightſul Sovereins. Be. 
cauſe l am determined to diſpute all along up 
the Rrinciples of the Nonjurors themſelves; 2041 
muſt therefore be obliged ro grant (tho I am Fe 


7 


ur from believing). that it was unlawful to pray, 
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* n the Terms of our Liturgy, for thoſe Princes 
fi who have filled the Throne ſince the Revolution; 


1nd conſequently, thac if the Nonjurors could not 
maintain Communion with Biſhop Compton, by fre- 
quenting the Public Aſſemblys in his Dioceſe, du- 
ring che laſt Years of his Lite, without joining in 
thole (ſuppoſed) immoral Prayers; then they 
were bound to ſeparat from the Public Aſſemblys. 
Nor could their Separation then be eſteemed Schiſ- 
matical ; becauſe the Impoſic iou of a ſinful Term 
| f Communion had made it unavoidable. 

1 The Queſtion therefore is, whether joining in 
the (ſuppoſed) immoral Prayers, for the de facto 
Princes, was made a Term of Communion with 
he Public Aſſemblys in this Dioceſe, during the 
lat Years of Biſhop Compton's Lite. 

m4 And in order to the Reſolution of ir, I obſerve, 
1. That tis undoubtedly the bounden Duty of all 
ge Church Governors to uſe their beſt Endevors, that 
A nothing be inſerted in the Public Liturgy, but 
what is agreeable to God's Will, and ſuch as 

erery Perſon may cordially approve ot, and join 

in. 2, That unleſs there be evident Proof of the 

contrary (which can't be pretended in che Caſe 

now under Conſideration) we ought in Cha- 

ty to believe, that Church Governors have, to 

ine beſt of their Power, acted according to tais 

Rue; and that they know ot nothing in the Pub- 

ac Liturgy, but what they eſteem conſiſtent with 

good Conſcience, and ſuch as they are perſuaded 

tte reſgective Congregations may lawfully bear a 

dart in. 3. That we muſt preſume it to be the 

Leugn and Deſire of Church Governors, that all 

#20 ttequent their Aſſemblys, ſhould accordingly 

G 2 join 
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join throughout in all the Parts of the ſeveral Off. 
ces prepared for Public Uſe ; and that they do ac. 
cordingly expect ſuch a Cotnplyance of the ſeveral 
Congregations ſubje& to their Authority, 4. That 
thoſe who frequent the Church Aſſemblys, ought, 
if poſſibly they can without the Guilt of Sin, to 
conform in all reſpects to the Public Liturgy, that 
there may be, as far as Human Imperfe&ion wil 
permit, a perfect Harmony of all the Church 
Members in the Uſe of all her Public Offices. 

Now if both Superiors and Inferiors do proceed 
after this Manner; that is, if Superiors do provide 
ſuch a Public Licurgy, as all their Inferiors may 
join in throughout; and all the Inferiors do com- 
ply in every Particular with what their Superior; 
injoin: then every Particular which the Superior, 
require, and the Inferiors perform, may be called 
a Term of Communion. And becauſe the Injunction 
of Superiors does in all lawful Matters infer an 
Obligation on che Inferiors to obey; therefore exe. 
ry Particular, in which the Inferiors are bound to 
conform themſelves to the Will of their Superiors, 
may be properly ſaid to be impoſed, and made 4 
Term of Church Communion. 

But then in the Courſe of this troubleſom World 
it happens too frequently, that a Man cant con- 
form himſelf co the Will of his Superiors without 
doing what he -itecms ſinful ; and accordingly 
ſomething may chance to be inſerted into a Public 
Liturgy, which a Man not only can't approve, but 
thinks utterly repugnant to God's Will. In ſucn z 
Caſe tis indiſputably clear, that a Man who is 
thus perſuaded, ought not to join in this (ſuppoled) 
immoral Part of the Liturgy. Becauſe he who ac 
againſt the Light of his own Mind (whether hö 
Conſcigace be erroneous, or no) does — 

0 
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fend God. But then the Queſtion is, whether this 
{appoſed) immoral Part of the Public Liturgy be 
;npoſed as a Term of Church Communion, or no. 
For the Solution of this Difficulty let it be no- 
xd, that there is a twofold Impoſition of a Term 
of Church Communion, the one intentional, the o- 
ther peremptory or final, Every Church Governor, 
then he promulges 2 Term of Church Commu- 
nion, is ſuppos'd to believe that his Inferiors may 
awfully cloſe with it; and conſequently he ex- 
peas, defires and intends, that they comply with 
his Will, and actually conform in that Particular. 
This Declaration of his Will therefore, this Propo- 
al of the Thing to be don, is an intentional Impoſi- 
tion of that Term of Church Communion. 
cauſe the Lawfulneſs of a Superior's Command in- 
fers an Obligation on the Inferior to obey. And 
accordingly there is an intentional Impoſition of eve- 
ry Prayer, that is inſerted into the Public Licurgy 
by competent Authoricy. But then, when a Go- 
rernor finds, that a Term of Church Communion 
5 not comply'd with, and that his Inferiors refuſe 
Obedience to his Commands, and will not do what 
be propoſes and requires; we know, that tis in his 
Power to infli& Puniſhment, and thereby to en- 
force his Injunctions. And if he does fo; if he in- 
its upon his Inferiors Obedience, and reſolves to 
mike them conform themſelves to his Will, and 
come up to that Term of Church Communion 
nich they are heartily unwilling to comply with: 
then, beſides the intentional Impoſition of it, there is 
allo a peremptory or final Impoſition of that Term of 
Church Communion ; and the Superior makes it 
nereby abſolutly neceſſary for his Inferiors, ei- 
to join in that Term of Church Communion, 
+ well as in others, or elſe to ſuffer for the 5 
Now 
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Now when the Queſtion is, with reſpect to: 
particular Term of Church Communion which 38 
Inferior judges to be unlawful, whether it be imdol 
ſed by the Superior as a Term of Church Commu 
nion, or no; the meaning always is, not wheched 
there be an intentional, but whether there be a ye 
nmptory or final Impofition of it. Every Command 
or In junction of a Superior implys an intentional Im 
poſit ion of the Thing commanded or injoined ; and 
there is no Doubt hut the Inferior fins, if he be tel 
fractory and ſtubborn, whether the Superior tha 
be pleaſed to add a peremptory or final Impoſition of 
it, or no: but in caſe the Inferior judges a Term of 
Church Communion to be unlawful, tis in the Su 
perior's Breaſt, whether he will proceed fartheelf 
than an i»!ex:jional Impoſition; whether he will b 
content, that the Conſequznce ſhall barely reſi ou 
the Iniccior's Conſcience, or infiſt upon his Con 
formit y to what is preſcribed, by a peremptory or fnal 
Impoſition of it. Whenſoever therefore 2 Term of 
Communion is made known, there can be no doub 
of the intention Impoſition of it: but even after 
tis made known, and a Complyance is undoubted- 
Iy expected, or perhaps in plain Terms, and by af 
perſonal Application, demanded of the Interior; 
Jet the Church Governor ſtill reſerves it to him- 
felf, whether there ſhall be alto a pertmptery Cr fn 
Impoſition of chat he requires; and he may detet- 
min differently in different Caſes, as his own Gocd- 
neſs and Diſcretion ſhall lead him. 
Wheretore in the Cafe before us, concerning it: 
(ſuppoſed) Immorality of our Public Offices, there 
is no doubt, but that there was an intentions! Impo- 
ficion of the Prayers for our de facto Tempocal 
Governors, in the Terms of the Eſtabliſh'd Litucg), 
euring the laſt Years of Biſhop Compton's Life: ba 
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hs Queſtion is, whether there was alſo a peremptory 
f Impoſition of them, ſo that they became 2 
xcefſary and unavoidable Term of Church Com- 
anion, which every Perſon that then frequented 
e Public Aſſemblys of the Church of England in 
his Dioceſe, was conſttain'd to join in. 

And ſurely this Queſtion is very eafily anſwered. 
for was not this (ſuppoſed) Immorality introduced 
n the Beginning of the Year 1689? And was it 
dot evident to all Mankind, that the Nonjuring 
hinops and Clergy, as well as the Nonjuring Laity 
(who came to the Public Churches till the Conſe: 
cation of the Antibiſhops, that is, till about Mid- 
ſemmer in the Lear 1691, when the Schiſm com- 
nenced) did not join in the Public Prayers for 
thoſe who filled the Throne after the Revolution ? 
And is it not equally evident, that many of the 
Nonjuring Clergy and Laity have all along don 
the rery lame, and do continue doing fo, to this 
rery Day? And has any one of them ever ſuffer- 
ed, or been driven out of the Public Aſſemblys, 
and refuled our Communion 2 nay, has any one 
of them ever been ſo much as prolecuted, even in 
the ſlighteſt manner, upon that account? I'm ſure, 


VII 


iu, Nonjurors can, on the one hand, ſatisfy their 
non Conſciences in refuſing to pray for thoſe Prin- 
12-0 c:: who have been well aſſured of the Goodneſs of 
taeir own Titles, and whoſe Right could not de- 


pend upon the Nonjurors Opinion of it (for which 
leave the Nonjurors, as I hope they will be con- 
tent to leave others, to the Judgment of God) I 
am lure, 1 fay, that 'tis plain on the other hand, 
tht fo great has been the Lenity of our Church 
Governors (and God grant that ſuch it may always 
continue) that even this notorious Noncomplyance 
"25 never yet provoked any one of them (that T 

have 
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have heard of) to do any one ſevere thing (thy Wl 
has been too often in their Power) to any one pe 
fon, that has refuſed, tho never ſo openly (I with WY 
might not be ſaid, ſometimes indecently) to join i. 
thoſe Parts of ourLiturgy. And conſequently it cad 
be pretended, that the-(ſuppoſed) immoral Pray: 
were impoſed (that is, peremptorily and finally impli. 
ſed) as a Term (that is, a neceſſary Term) ii 
Church Communion in the Public Aſſemblys e 
this Dioceſe, or that the Nonjurors had Reaſon if 
{eparat from the Public Aſſemblys upon the ac 
count of them, during the lait Years of Biſho 
Compton's Life. | | 

But it has been pleaded, that by joining in thi; 
Service of the Public Aſſemblys of this Dioceſe 
during the laſt Years of Biſhop Compton's Lite, thi 
Nonjurors might ſeem to join, tho they did no 
join in Fact, in thoſe (ſuppoſed) immoral Prayi 
ers; and that they might conſequently give Scan 
dal by their Preſence in the Public Afſemblys, : 
if they really approved all the Prayers that wer 
offered in them. To this I anſwer, 

1. Tho' it were earneſtly to be wiſhed (and 
doubtleſs it was originally deſigned) that every Perg 
ſon preſent in a Religious Aſſembly ſhould join 
throughout in the Devotions of it; yet alas! if 
has been for many Years too notorious, that well 
have been divided in our Opinions concerning the 
Right of our Temporal Governors, and that tog 
many have accordingly refuſed to pray for them 
in the Terms of our Liturgy. So that being preſent 
at our Public Aſſemblys, has for too long a Time 
been eſteemed no Proof of a Perſon's joining in 
(the now ſuppoſed) immoral Prayers. And indeed, 
the very Form of our Liturgy has afforded the dctu- 
pulous a moſt convenient Opportunity of figni!ſ-1 
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ing 
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o Wtheir Diſſent to thoſe Parts of our Public De- 
be ions. For our Prayers being divided into fo 
y ſhore Collects, to which the People are re- 
i ed to ſay Amen, whoſoever does conſtantly ſay 


jen at the Concluſion of all the other Prayers, 
Wn docs as conſtantly forbear it at the Conclufion 
Withoſe for our "Temporal Governors, does thereby 
bnotoriouſly ſignify his Diſaffection to them, and 
bs Refuſal to pray for them in the Terms of the 
(hurch's Liturgy, that one would much ſooner ap- 
gehend the Danger of ſome Temporal Inconve- 
jence from ſuch an avowed Oppoſition to them, 
tan the Danger of giving Scandal by ſeeming to 
my for them. X 
WI It it ſhould be ſaid, that we declare in St. Chry- 
um's Prayer, that we have with one Accord made 
ar Common Supplications to God, and that that Ex- 
reflion virtually includes the whole preceding 
(fice ; and conſequently it imply'd in the laſt 
Fears of Biſhop Compton's Life, that thoſe who uſed 
t, joined with the Congregation in Prayers for 
uur de facto Princes: I anſwer, 1. That where 
there had been a notorious Diſſent to thoſe parti- 
alar Prayers, as God could not, ſo Man would 
at, underſtand that Expreſſion otherwiſe than 
vith an Exception to them. Twould only import, 
bat choſe Perſons had with one Accord made their 
wmmon (that is, their joint) Supplications to God, 
n all the ſeveral preceding Collects, except thoſe 
or the Princes aforeſaid. And conſequently 
ere could not be the leaſt Shadow of Falſhood or 
rerarication in the Nonjurors uſing that Prayer of 
N. Cm in our Public Aſſemblys during the 
alt Years of Biſhop Compton's Life. But, 2. it any 
kerlon was ſo rigidly ſcrupulous as ſtill to fear that 
"tu CH ſaſtom's Prayer was infected with an EE 
II e- 
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Petition for ſuchPrinces; he might then have reſuſe 
to ſay Amen even to thac Prayer alſo, and thereby H 
would effectually have anſwer'd his own Obje&ion 
For notwithſtanding thoſe Defalcations, I dare ſaviffi 
"Twill not be pretended, that our Liturgy was de 
fective in any eſſential Part of Chriſtian Worſhip, 

2. This was the Senſe of the Nonjuring Biſhop 
and Clergy, as well as of the Nonjuring Laity, fog 
two Years and a halt after the Revolution, vis. till 
the Antibiſhops were conſecrated about Mid{unff 
mer 1691. The great Revolution was then neuf 
the Liturgy was then lately altered, and con 
ſequently the Danger of giving Scandal was theif 
much greater, than it has ever been ſince thoſ@ 
Days: and yer they thought (and indeed very juſt 4 
ly) chat their conſtant Refuſal of the Amen was f| 
ſufficient Signification of their diſſent to the offen 
ſive Parts of the Liturgy ; nor did they then think 
that the (pretended) Immorality of our Public OF 
fices could juſtify a Separation from our Public AJ 
ſemblys, how nuch Streſs foever is now laid on thai 
Plea, by ſuch as are neither more wiſe, nor mor 
cautious, nor more upright, than thoſe firſt (whe 


Pp 


were indeed by far the moſt eminent | Nonyurors. 


6. 


3. Thar I may ac once effectualiy ſilence thy 
Plea, I deſire it may be conſidered, that what 
ever Right our de fuel Governors had during 
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the laſt Leers of Piſnhop Compton's Lie, and now 
ak! ® * eu £0. . T 3. 1 i i f _ q 1 
culpable ſocver that Prelat hie 1 ht be thoughl 

1 Oo * 7 * 195 I h - þ 
—_ as —_ * 3 * 1 * 9; . Lo 
for COmDIYSNCG WIN tne ReEvVo!ution 3 ane 


5 . 1 8 ' & 2 14 
ſhewn, that he did not by any Ryles or Principle; 
of Eccleſiaſtical Policy, ceatc iv be Biſhop of thi 
Dioceſe, bur continued our rightful Spiritual Gef 
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vernor to the Day of his Death. Wucrete 
owed him à Spiritual Obedience, and were | 
to maintain Church Communion with * 
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op, whether we owed thoſe de fadlo Princes 
ur Temporal Obedience, and were bound to 
wy them any Civil Allegiance, or no. This then 
«the ſhort of the Caſe. Here is the plain Duty of 
(hurch Communion with our righttul Biſhop on 
he one ſide, and the (pretended) Danger of giving 
Kandal, by ſeeming to pray for de facto Tempo- 
al Governors, on the other. Wherefore let any 
bher Chriſtian judge. Can a wite or good Man 
diaz the poſſible Danger of giving Scandal to in- 
Dew onjiderat People (for I have demonſtrated, that 


con there is not the leaſt Neceflity of doing the tinful 
tel aion it ſelf, even upon the Nonjurors on Prin- 
nol ciples) ſufficient ro counterpoite and cancel the 


ain Duty of Church Communion with our right- 
ful Biſhop 2 I confeſs, if Aſſemblys had been held 
in dubjection to, and Communion with, and by 


nig th; Conſent and Approbation of, our then rightful 
o Fihop Dr. Compton, in which the ſcrupled Prayers 
Ali ire not uſed ; a Nonjuror would rather be in- 
0 WT cin'd or chuſe to reſort to thoſe Aſſemblys, where 
by be might avoid thoſe Prayers. Bur ſurely, ſince 


the Privat Aſſemblys, in which thole Prayers were 
not uſed, were fer up and maintain'd in Oppoſi- 
ton to our then rightful Biſhop; and the Public 
ones, wherein thoſe Prayers were uſed, were held 
in Subjection to him, in Communion with him, 
and by his Conſent and Approbation: therefore he 
Who refuſed, under the Prerenſe of the Poſſibility 
bor there was no Certainty) of Scandal, to join in 
tne Public Aſſemblys, did thereby, to avoid a Poſh- 
bility of Scandal, venture upon a Cercainty of 
downright Sin, by joining in an open Rebellion 
*2aniſt his rightful Spiritual Governor; which 
Conduct, I am confident, no Man of Epilcopal 
"rinciples will dare to juſtify. 

1.2 I 
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I would intreat our Nonjurors ſerioufly to conf 
der this one thing. It my rightful Temporal Golf 
vernor ſhould command what I eſteem an uniawif 
ful thing; I preſume, they will readily grant, l 
I muſt not comply. But ſuppoſe, that my quieliiM 
Behavior in all other Reſpects, and my Governor 

graciouſly forbearing to puniſh my Noncomplyif 
ance, ſhould tempt ſome unreaſonable People if 
think that I had comply 'd in that Inſtance ; woud 
it not be ſufficient for me, in a modeſt and Chriff 
ſtian manner, to deny that I ever did ſo? And 
would not the (pretended) Scandal of thoſe unreaW 
ſonable People, be what we call a Scandal taten 
but not given? Or muſt 1, that I may eſſectuall 
ſhew my Noncomplyance in that Inſtance wit 
my rightful Temporai Governor, publicly renounce 
my Allegiance to him, and retuſe all Subjetif 
on to his Authority for the future in all othel 
Inſtances, becauſe he expected a Complyance iff 
one Inſtance which I think ſinful ? Would not a 
Man be thought mad, that ſhould act at this rate? 
And yet, to deal plainly and impartially, did nog 
thoſe Perſons, who refuſed to communicat in thi 
Public Aſſemblys held in Obedience to Biſhop 
Compten's Authority during the laſt Years of hig 
Life, do the very ſame thing in an Eccleſiaſtical 
Reſpect, which is fo monſtrouſly and ſo apparent] 
ly abſurd and abominable in a Civil Reſpect ? Mult 
à Man, becauſe he can't comply with his rightfulf 
Biſhop, his Spiritual Superior, by joining in one 
part of the Liturgy, retuſe to join in any part of i 
in any Aſſembly that is held in Obedience to him: 
Muſt he bid Defiance to his rightfu! Biſhop 5 Au- 
chority ? Muſt he abet and maintain Privat Aſſem- 
blys held in direct Oppoſition to him? Muſt he ſet] 
up an Altar againſt bis rightful Biſhop's Altar, ve 1 
ente 
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ar into open Eccleſiaſtical War with him? If 

z be Chriſtianity ; if this be the way to Church 
bar; it this be the ſo much celebrated Duty of 
wbjection to Spiritual Governors; if this be the 
lethod of ſupporting Ecclefiaſtical Authority, and 
gending the Rights of the Epiſcopal College, and 
reſerving the Intereſt and Peace of Chriſt's Spiri- 
al Kingdom: I frankly own my {elf an utter 
ranger to it. 

Put twill ſtill be pretended, that if a Man may 
nmocently reſort to thoſe Aſſemblys, wherein im- 

W nora] Prayers are offered up, provided he forbears 
ig Amen to thoſe Prayers; then he may inno- 
zn:ly go to Maſs, and continue in Communion 
zich che Popiſh Biſhops. How therefore can we 
uſtily our Separation from the Church of Rome 
won the account of their notorious Corruptions of 
the Chriſtian Worſhip ? To this I anſwer, 

1. Nothing ſurely but the moſt unreaſonable Pre- 
dice could tempt Men to compare the (ſuppoſed) 
Immorality of our public Offices with the Roman 
\bominations, or to argue from the one againſt 
de other. For do but conſider the Difference. In 
bt eſtabliſhed Lirurgy there is no other Immorali- 
q pretended, but what is intirely grounded upon 
Political Difference about the Rightful Title to 
Jl ©: Throne. Tis granted on both ſides, that what 
aft e offer to God in behalf of the King, is perfectly 
fal decable to God's Will, provided he be the right- 
N28 Ning. There is therefore no Turpitude in the 
i 18 erer of the Prayer; nor is there any Diſpute a- 
nid the Object of it (for we addreſs our ſelves to 
ud alone) but there happens to be a Difference 
ui eat the King's Perſon, there being a Conteſt be- 
0 en oppoſit Claimants of the Crown. If this 
„ lrical Diſpute were but agreed, there is no other 
"= Poſhbility 
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our Devotions: but in the Cale of the Church of 


their public Offices from that which is unlawful, 


Chriſtian Worſhip are till preſerved intire among 
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Poſſibility of quarrelling with our public Devotions 
Whereas in the Church of Rome, 1. Prayers are of. 
fered ro Angels and Saints, and conſequently there 
is downright Idolacry practiſed, by reaſon of dit. 
ferent Objects of Prayer. 2. The Prayers are in 
an unknown Tongue, which in Effect deſtroys (io 
to the far greateſt Fart of the People) the very Eſ. 
ſence of public Worſhip. 3. There is one half of 
the bleſſed Euchariſt deny'd to the Laity in gene, 
ral. You ſee therefore, that in our Caſe there i; 4 
plain and eaſy Poſſibility of ſeparating the only 
Inſtance of (ſuppoſed) Immorality from the reſt of 


Rome, if you could ſeparat the lawful Matter off 


and if you were allowed notoriouſly to diſſent from 
the one Part at the ſame time that you pretend to 
join in the other: yet that very Part of their Offs 
ces which is lawful as to the Matter of it, being in 
an unknown Tongue, the Body of the Pecple ate 
thereby effectually prevented from performing the] 
great Duty of joint Worſhip in Church Aſſemblys; 
and one Half of the Lord's Supper being taken 2. 
way, the great Chriſtian Sacrifice can't be offered 
up by the Laity. So that the very Conſtitution of 
the Roman Church involves the Communicants in 
unavoidable Sin; whereas if this one (ſuppoſed) 
Immorality of our Liturgy (which depends meerly 
upon a Difficulty in Politics, about which the 
Learned differ) be forborn, all the Eſſentials 0 


us, and our whole Courſe of Devotion is perfect. 
innocent. Bur, 

2. To cut this Matter ſhort, I do roundly afirm, 
that whereſoeve:r there is a lawful Succeſſion of Pa. 


tors, and the public Liturgy contains all the efſen- 
' dla! 
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al Parts of the Matter of Prayer, and all thoſe eſ- 
ential Parts of the Matter of Prayer are directed 
o che proper Object of Prayer, and offered up in 
uch a Tongue, that they may become, according 
0 the Goſpel Rule, my own Perſonal Acts of Pray- 
er; and the Holy Sacraments of the Gotp-l are 
dſo duly adminiſtred as to all che- Eiſſencials of 
hem; in ſuch a Caſe, tho' there were ſome un- 
bwfu! Mixtures in the Public Worſhip, 1 may not 
awfully ſeparat from my Biſhop, provided I may 
be allowed to diſſent from thoſe unlawful Mixtures, 
and notoriouſly and conſtantly to ſignify fuch m 
Diflent in ſuch a modeſt, humble and Chriſtian 
Manner, as becomes an Inferior with regard to his 
Superior, whom the Rules of our Holy Religion 
wi! not ſuffer us to affront in the Diſcharge ot his 
Office, altho' he diſcharge. it in a faulty Manner, 
for which he is accountable to that God, whole 
Vicegerent he is, 

I confeſs, I think every Man is bound, in a re- 
gular Way, and in his own Sphere, to do his ut- 
moſt for the removal of a Corruptions (or even 
Inexpediencys) out of the Public Worſhip :- bur if 
his Superiors will retain tome of them in ſpite of all 
his Endevors to the contrary, whether by humble 
Remonſtrances to the Superiors themſelves, or by 
Prayers to God, or by other Chriſtian Methods of 


* 


proceeding ; I'm ſure, he's no farther concerned, 


nan to Continue his notorious Diſſent: and he has 
realon to bleſs God, that he is permitted to enjoy 
the great Benefit of Church Communion (che Ef- 
lentials of which are now ſuppoſed to be afforded 
him) without Perſecution for his notorious Diſſent 
to loch Particulars, as his Superiors do for their 
parts think perfectly innocent, and what he ought 
in Conſcience to comply with. And — 4 
uc 
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ſuch a thing were practicable in the Church 
Rome (as alas! it is not) if I could enjoy all the EA 
ſentials of Chriſtian Worſhip amongſt them, an; 
could be permitted notoriouſly to diſſent from thei; 
Corruptions ; I would not ſeparat from my Biſh 
if he were a Papiſt; that is, if my Popiſh Biſhool 
would ſuffer me ſtill to continue a Proteſtant, 
would not ſeparat from an Aſſembly held in Sub 
jection to his Authority, tho' I would uſe the ut 
- moſt Endevors, and imploy all poſſible Zeal, for 
the Extirpation of his Popery, and never comply, of 
ſeem to comply, wich any one Branch of it in an 
Caſe or Circumſtance wharſoever. 
In a Word, the Chriſtian Rule is this, that if it 
be poſlible, and as much as lies in us, we mutt liv 
peaccably with all Men; and eſpecially with out 
Eccleſiaſtical Superiors. So that I have nothing 
more to conſider, than whether I can avoid Sin, 
J continue in Communion with my Biſhop. For 
if I can, I am indiſpenſably bound to live in Obe4 
dience to his Authority, which is the Ordinance 
of God. And therefore, ſince tis evident, that 1 
Nonjuror might, in any part of this Dioceſe, continue 
in Communion with Biſhop Compton, even during 
the laſt Years of his Life, without the Commiſſionl 
of any one Sin, or doing any one thing which hl 
(even thro' Miſtake) judged ſinful ; tis plain, that 
thoſe Nonjurors who ſeparated from Biſhop Com- 
pton's Communion upon the Prerenſe of immoral 
Prayers (to which there was no Neceſſity of their 
ſaying Amen; but to which they were notorioul'i 
permitted to expreſs a Diſſent, even in the molt 
ſignificant manner) were guilty of 2 moſt inexcuſa- 
ble Schiſm by ſo doing; nor could their Separation 
from the (aid Biſhop's Communion be jultify'd oF 
excuſed upon any ſober and Catholic Principles off 
Church Unity whatſoever. C HA. 
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CH AP. VIII. 


That the Nonjurors Separation from the Commu- 
nion of Biſhop Robinſon is Schiſmatical. 


1 1 


— 


1 


AIs inow no longer a Secret, that the late 
Dr. Hickes was conſecrated Suffragan Biſhop 
of Thetford in the Diocsſe of Norwich, by ſome of 
the Depcived Nonjuring Biſhops ; and *tis preſum'd 
(for I would by no means be underſtood to affirm, 
any thing, that may create a Temporal Inconve- 
nience to thoſe whom I am diſputing againſt) that 
Suffragans were alſo conſecraced for thoſe other 
Sees, whoſe Biſhops were deprived for refuſing the 
Oachs to King Hl;am and Queen Mary; and that 
ſince the Death of thoſe deprived Biſhops, and of 
ſome of their Suffragans, a Succeſſion of Nonjuring 
Biſhops has been continued amongſt us. 
Now becauſe I am arguing upon the Principles 
of the Nonjurors, theretore I will grant, that the 
eprived Biſhops had, even after their Deprivation, 
a Right to conſecrat Suffragans for their own 
Dioceſes. And there is no doubt, but that a Suffra- 
gan Biſhop can diſcharge the Epiſcopal Function 
28 Validly, as if he were a. Principal, and filled a 
dee; for inſtance, a Suffragan of Thetford can con- 
lecrat a Biſhop, ordain a Prieſt, &c. as validly as 
a Biſhop of Norwich. 
Let us now examin Dr. Robinſon's Right to the 
dee London. Since I have demonſtrated, that the 
Schiſm of Coordination did not vacat the Sees of 
tnole Biſhops who comply'd with the Revolution, 
and Communicated with the (ſuppoſed) Schiſmari- 
da Inttuders ; therefore there can be no doubt, but 
1 t 
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that Dr. Robin{on's Conſecration, when nominated. 
by Queen Anne to the See of Briſtol, was valid; be- 
cauſe the Perſons who conſecrated him, had the | 
Power of Conſecration. For whatever might have 8 
been wiſhed, upon the Nonjurors Principles; yer 
tis notorious, that the (ſuppoſed) Want of a Right. 
ful Prince's Nomination, could not null that Spiri- 
tual Action of the Comprovincial Biſhops who laid 
Hands on him. And whereas the Concurrence of 
the Metropolitan is for prudential Reaſons required 
by our Conſtitution ; tis certain, that as the Want 
of it can't affect the Validity (tho? it might be ſup. 
poſed to affect the Regularity) of his Conſecration, 
{ſo either we had at that Time no Metropolitan, or 
elſe Dr. Teniſon was the Perſon. For J am perſua- 
ded, the Nonjurors have never pretended to fill up | 
the See of Canterbury, tho' perhaps they may have 
amongſt them a Perſon pretending to be the Suffra- 
gan of Dover, Now whatever Power a Suffragan | 
Biſhop has during the Life, and under the Autho- 
rity, of his Principal ; yer 'tis notorious, that a 
Suffragan Biſhop has no more Right to ſucceed in 
the See of his Principal, than a Curat has to ſuc- 
ceed in the Benefice of him whom he affiſts. A 
Suffragan is indeed capable of ſucceeding in his | 
' Principal's See, as a Curat is alſo capable of ſuc- 
ceeding in that Benefice he officiats in: but then 
he muſt be regularly introduced; for he has not 2 
Right to ſucceed, fo as to claim it of courſe as his 
Due. Wherefore if a Perſon were never ſo regular: WW 
ly conſecrated Suffragan of Dover by Archbiſhop 
Sancreft ; yet he could not pretend a Right to the } 
See of Canterbury upon that Prelat's Death. And 
ſince I am ſatisfy d, that no Perſon ever pretended | 
to be Archbiſhop of Canterbury at the time of | 
Dr. Rebinſon's Conſecration to the See of Brifs, — ; 
» : 
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pt Dr. Teniſon ; therefore either Dr. Teniſon was 
hen our Metropolitan (and we know, he concur- 
rd in Dr. Robinſon's Conſecration) or elſe we had 
1 Metropolitan at all, and ſo the Concurrence of 
te Metropolitan could not be neceſſary. 

Now upon the Death of Biſhop Compton, Dr. Ro- 
inen was tranſlated to this See of London. If the 
Nomination of Queen Anne was not worth regard- 
ug: yet can any Perſon pretend, that another 
Man was nominated by the Pretender ? And ſurely 
Queen Anne's Nomination, there being no other 
Nomination pretended, did not vacat the Acts of 
all thoſe other Perſons, whole Concurrence was 
neceſſary in order to his regular Settlement, in the 
uſual Manner, eſpecially as to all purely Spiri- 
wal Proceedings. For he was peacefully receiv'd 
ind ſubmitted to by this Dioceſe, without any Ri- 
nl or Competitor, that I could ever yet hear of. 
| confeſs, had the Nonjurors ſet up an oppoſit Bi- 
hop, had any other Perſon claim'd the See of Lon- 
an: we ſhould then have been obliged to conſider 
the Merits of their reſpective Pretenſions, and to 
join with him whoſe Right ſhould appear. Bur ſince 
the Nonjurors themſelves do not ſay, that there is 
another Biſhop of London; therefore Dr. R. binſon is 
the only Biſhop of London, and has as good a Right 
'0 this See, as his Predeceſſor Dr. Compton had, 
whoſe Right I have vindicated at large. 

And ſince Dr. Robinſon is now rightful Biſhop of 
Lam, therefore the Nonjurors Separation from 
hs Communion is Schiſmatical ; there being no 
Re2ſon for ſeparating from the Communion of Bi- 
op Robinſon, but what J have already largely an- 
Wer d, in considering Biſhop Compren's Cale. 
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C. H A P. IX. 


The C aſe of the Nonjurors Separation in the au 
Dioceſes in England, briefly touched pon. | 


S for ali the other Dioceſes, the Caſe of the 

Non jurors Sepalation from. the reſpective Bi 

ſhops of them, may be refolved by an Applicatio! 
of what has deen already laid. 

As for the Province oi 7rk, there was no Biſhop 
deprived in it for No »ncomply ance with the Revo 
lution. And conſequently there never could be a 
ny Objection ſtarred againſt the Rigbt of the Bi 
ſnops of that Province to their reſpective Sees, bud 
what muſt ariſe from their being guilty of the (ſup 4 
poted) Schiſm of Coordination by acknowledging 
Antibiſhops in the neighboring Province of Canto £ 
b:ry. And fiace I have proved, that that Plea is offG 
nc Force even in the Province of Canterbury ; cer 
tainly it cancatte& the Province of Tvrk, where the 
Metropolitan and all his Comprovincials have all] 
along ated unanimouſty, and continued their Suc- 
ceſiion to this very Day, without the Shadow ct 
an Antibiſhcpy amongſt them. 

Ard as tor the Province of Canterbury, in which 
there was once 2 conſiderable Difniculty (vis. du- 
ring the the Livcs of the Ceprived Biſhops) yet now 
the Caſe is clear throughout. For thoſe, Dioceſes 
whoſe Biſtops were not deprived for refuſing Sub- 
miſſion to the Revolution, are in the ſame State 
with this of Lendon; and the reſpective Biſhops | hare 
the ſame Right to their Sees, as Biſhop Rebin/on has 
to Ours. And as for thofe Dioceſes hols Biſhops 
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r deprived, whatever might have been pleaded, 
ait the deprived Biſhops themſelves were alive; 
ace that perſonal Conteſt is at an end, and 
»Schiſm of Coordination is thereby perfectly 
»{:4 (becauſe che deprived Biſhops themſelves 
„dead; and thoſe who were conſeerated by the 
vived Ones, or derive their Suceeſſion from 
n, do not pretend to be other than Suffragans) 
tore thoſe Biſhops that have been elected, and 
lccrated, and publicly and unanimouſly re- 
red, and owned by their Comprovincials, as 
tops of thoſe once controverted Sees, are now 
wal che Rules of Eccleſiaſtical Diſciplin (and 
rticularly in the Judgment of (a) St. Cyprian, 


In che Nonjurors love to magnify) the only 


ul Biſhops of them; nor indeed is there any 
wr Claimant in oppoſition to them. And there- 
i Separation from their Communion is undoubt- 
dy Schiſmarical, chere being no juſt Cauſe for it, 
las been fully ſhewn in the foregoing Papers. 
Whether 


a — 


Agnoſcant atq; intelligant, Epiſcopo ſemel facto & Col- 
uam & plebis teſtimonio & judicio comprobato, alium con- 
i nullo modo poſſe. Cypr. Epiſt. 44. p. 86. | 
us eſt autem Cornelius Epiſcopus de Dei & Chriſti ejus 
do. de Clericorum pene omnium teſtimonio, de plebis quæ 
r :Tuir ſuffragio, & de Sacerdotum antiquorum & bonorum 
trum collegio, cum nemo ante ſe factus eſſet, cum Fabiani 
c id eſt, locus Petri & gradus Cathedræ Sacerdotalis vaca- 
*; (10 occupato de Dei voluntate atq; omnium noſtrum con- 
©1272 firmato, quiſquis jam Epiſcopus fieri voluerit, foris 
®recee eſt, nec habeat Eccleſiaſticam ordinationem qui Ec- 
e don tenet unitatem. Quiſquis ille fuerir, multum de ſe 
2% & ſibi plurimum vindicans, profanus eſt, alienus eſt, foris 
Et cum poſt primum ſecundus eſſe non poſſit, quiſquis poſt 
gui ſolus eſſe debeat, factus eſt, non jam ſecundus ille, 
"2uus eſt. Cypr. Epiſt. 55. p.aos⸗.,. „5 / 
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(exerciſed in due Subordination to their Pins 


* | : * 
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Whether thoſe Suffragans who were conſte 
by the Nonjuring Biſhops, or derive their uc 
from them, have now any Power in thoſe Dy 
celes, for which (tis preſumed) they were con 
crated, their Principals may inquire and dem 
if they judge it proper ſo to do. ut if thols % 
fragans have any Power at all, Tm ſure it uu 


Otherwiſe tis notoriouſly Schiſmatical, eren wit 
in the Bounds of the ſeveral Pioceſes they w 
tended to officiat in. 0 5 La 
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BOOKS Written by the Reverend Dr. Bennet, tnl 
, by W. Innys ar tbe Prince's Arms in K, 

Church-yard. , 5 | | 2 | | * 
213. nee . | 2) r:592% 25 825 
X Paraphraſe with Annotations upon the Book of & 
8 Prager, wherein the Text is explain d, Objectiom 
Fer d, and Advice is humbly offer'd, both to the Clary 


yety, for promoting true Devotion in the Uſe oft, | 
esa Been. | * —* e 


A Diſcourſe of the Everbleſſed Trinity in Unity, #l 
Fxamination of Dr. Claris Scripture Do&ciae of che Tri 


